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ANTITRUST IMPLICATIONS OF THE COLLEGE
BOWL ALLIANCE

THURSDAY, MAY 22, 1997

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANTITRUST, BUSINESS RIGHTS
AND COMPETITION,
. COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:06 p.m., in room
SD-226, Dirksen -Senate Office Building, Hon. Mike DeWine (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Also present: Senators Hatch, Kohl, and Sessions (ex officio).

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE DEWINE, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Senator DEWINE. Good afternoon. We welcome all of you to the
Judiciary Committee Subcommittee on Antitrust, Business Rights
and Competition. Our hearing this afternoon concerns the Bowl Al-
liance.

In recent years, there has been increasing dissatisfaction with
the Division I-A college football bowl system. A big part of the
problem has been that pre-set agreements between the bowls and
individual conferences made it difficult to select the best possible
match-ups for the bowl games.

Another part of the problem has been the practice of bowl games
making offers to teams before the season actually ends. These fac-
tors have made it especially difficult to select a No. 1 versus No.
2 championship game match-up, clearly the contest most players
and most fans wanted to see. The Bowl Alliance is a response to
this perceived problem in selecting bowl game match-ups.

Let me start by briefly describing how the Bowl Alliance works.
The Alliance itself is currently made up of four major football con-
ferences—the Southeastern Athletic Conference, the SEC; the Big
12; the Atlantic Coast Conference the ACC; and the Big East; as
well as Notre Dame.

The Alliance has an agreement with three bowls—the Sugar
Bowl, the Orange Bowl, and the Fiesta Bowl. Under the terms of
the agreement, each year the conference champion from each of the
four Alliance conferences has a guaranteed spot in one of the three
Alliance bowls. The remaining two spots are filled on an at-large
basis. Within certain guidelines, the bowls themselves decide which
at-large teams are offered a spot. Notre Dame receives no guaran-
tee.
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Each year, a different Alliance bowl is allowed to choose first
from among the pool of Alliance conference champions and at-large
teams. The stated purpose of this arrangement is to provide a No.
1 versus No. 2 championship match-up, every year, in a different
bowl game.

Under the terms of the agreement, after the 1998 regular sea-
son—in other words, the bowl games beginning to be played Janu-
ary 1999—the PAC-10 and Big 10 will be brought into the ar-
rangement, a.lonf with the Rose Bowl. The terms of their agree-
ments are slightly different from the others. The PAC-10 and Big
10 champions will continue to meet in the Rose Bowl, except that
if either of those champions is ranked No. 1 or No. 2, they will then
play in. whichever Afliance bowl is hosting the championship
match-up in that particular year. :

- Also, in the year when the Rose Bowl is designated to hold the
national championship game, the Rose Bowl slots will be reserved
for the No. 1 and No. 2 ranked schools, whether or not those teams
hail from the Pac-10 or the Big 10. Either way, both the Pac-10
and the Big 10 champions will be available for match-ups in a pos-
sible No. 1 versus No. 2 championship game. _

The Alliance has been successful in creating more national cham-
pionship games, but it has also raised competitive concerns. Spe-
cifically, the Alliance does not include a number of conferences, in-
cluding the Western Athletic Conference and the Conference USA.
Schools from the excluded conferences are concerned that they are
being denied the opportunity to compete in the high-visibility, high-
prestige major bowl games. This concern was heightened last year
when Brigham Young University did not receive an at-large bid to
one of the Alliance bowls, in spite of the fact that they were ranked
No. 5 in the Nation.

As I have studied this issue, it has become clear that the Alliance °
raises antitrust and competitive concerns that need to be exam-
ined, which we intend to do today. In fact, any time we see a group
of competitors, such as the conferences, agreeing with each other
instead of competing with each other, that is a potential antitrust
problem,

In this instance, rather than compete with each other for slots
in the major bowl games, the Alliance conferences have agreed
among themselves to an arrangement which guarantees that their
champions are given the opportunity to play in the Alliance bowls,
an opportunity that is often not available to the non-Alliance
teams.

Let me also note that this is not just a sports issue. This obvi-
ously is big business. Last year, the Alliance bowl games paid over
$8 million to each team that played. The largest pay-out in a non-
Alliance bowl game was $2 million, and many paid significantly
less than that. We cannot forget, however, that this big business
has a human element to it as well. The essence of college football
is the student-athletes who play it and we must consider the im-
pact of this Alliance on those student-athletes, and we will have
the opfportunity during the hearing this afternoon to hear from sev-
eral of them.

Now, in order to determine if this type of agreement is an anti-
trust violation, we must b?ance the anticompetitive effects of the
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Alliance against the procompetitive effects. For example, the Alli-
ance system has the anticompetitive effect of reserving slots in

. major bowl games for conference chamgions and limiting the access

of non-Alliance teams to those games. On the other hand, it has the
procompetitive effect of enhancing the possibility of a No. 1 versus
No. 2 national championship game. '

We must balance these and other factors, and also evaluate
whether there are any, “less restrictive alternatives,” that ought to
be considered; that is, whether there are any arrangements that
would give college football the procompetitive benefits of the Alli-
ance without the anticompétitive effects. For example, is a playoff
system a better answer? '

This is a serious and very complicated issue, and we are holding
this hearing this afternoon in order to examine it as thoroughly as
possible. We will hear from a distinguished panel of Senators who
are concerned about this issue, and we will receive testimony from
a number of individuals who have spent their professional lives
dealing with these issues.

We have invited people with views that range all across the spec-
trum, from every walk of college life—coach, player, university ad-
ministrator, conference commissioner, NCAA director. We have also

" invited a distinguished sports writer with a great deal of experi-

ence covering college football, and a sports law expert, to help us
examine all the facets of this problem.

I also want to note for the record that we have contacted the
ABC Network, the Sugar Bowl, the Orange Bowl, and the Fiesta
Bowl, and none of these organizations were interested in testifying
before us this afternoon. The Rose Bowl did not wish to send a rep-

_resentative either, but they have submitted written testimony

which I will now enter, without objection, into the record. It will
be so entered into the record and made a permanent part of the
record of this committee and of these hearings.

[The prepared statement of the Rose Bowl follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN H. B. FRENCH, CEO, PASADENA TOURNAMENT OF
ROSES ASSOCIATION

The Pasadena Tournament of Roses Association, a non-profit, charitable, volun-
teer organization founded in Pasadena, California, in 1895, annually produces the
Rose Parade and Rose Bowl Game which have in-person attendance of approxi-
mately one million and 100,000 people, and television audiences around the world
of 400,000,000 and 100,000,000 respectively.

The first intercollegiate post-season football game was played in Pasadena in

-1902, and a stadium was built for the 1923 game and named the Rose Bowl. Since

then the Rose Bowl Game has become a great American New Year’s Day tradition
providing a meeting between the championship football teams from the 21 univer-
sities of the Pacific-10 and Big Ten Conferences.

Representatives of the Association have participated in various meetings, studies
and discussions regardin% national championship games, playoffs, and keeping the
bowl traditions in place for many years. It has %een the consistent position of the
Association to preserve the best of the history, traditions, community pride and eco-
nomic impact of the Rose Bowl Game. In deference to the desires of our conference
and university colleagues we have modified our position to include, at the same
time, the value of their teams being eligible to compete for a National Championship
title in division I-A football without creating a multi-game playoff tournament.

Over the past year and a half the Association worked with the presidents and
commissioners of the Big Ten and Pacific-10 Conferences and ABC Sports to facili-
tate the conferences’ position that their champions need to be eligible to play for
the “National Chamgionship” when they are ranked numbers one or two in the
country at the end of the regular season. The result was a proposal to the Alliance
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that resulted in the creation of the new Alliance format that is planned to be imple-

"~ mented following the regular seasons from 1998 through 2004 with a possible early

Q
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termination following the National Championship game of 2002.

The Association is supportive of the new Alliance format. We would also support
the opportunity for participation by any I-A university’s team ranked among the
highest teams in the nation along with the participating conference champions and
the University of Notre Dame.

This past bowl season over $100,000,000 was generated and distributed to the
thirty-six teams participating in eighteen bowl games. The new Alliance alone
should generate payoffs in the $100,000,000 range. The NCAA has just certified two
new additional bowls and there is at least one more applying for certification next
year. This would bring the non-Alliance bowls to seventeen. The twenty to twenty-
one bowls will provide up to 42 teams and over 4,000 student-athletes the oppor-
tunity, perhaps of a lifetime, to play in a post-season game each year, while at the
same time increasing the total amount of money to be distributed to nearly
$150,000,000.

The Association believes the new Alliance serves to meet most of the goals of the
NCAA, the universities, the fans and the bowls. It has the capability of generating
substantially more money to support athletic programs at all participating institu-
tions, and provides for t}‘;e top two teams in the nation to play each other in the
final game of the year without interfering with academic schedules, lengthening the
season or exploiting athletes. It may or may not prove to be the ultimate resolution,
and it can be refined, but it deserves at least a four-year period in which to try.

Senator DEWINE. Let me be clear that there is more to this hear-
ing than just the antitrust laws. This subcommittee has jurisdic-
tion and responsibility for business rights and competition, also,
and this hearing is fundamentally about basic fairness and it is
about the right to compete on an equal basis. Do the non-Alliance
schools get a fair shot at the major bowl games? We intend to try
to find out.

The subcommittee’s responsibility is clear, and the agenda at this
hearing is simple: To explore the facts surrounding the Alliance
and try to determine if it is pro-competitive or anti-competitive,
good for college football or not good for college football. I think the
panels will be lively and interesting, and we hope that the hearing
will shed some light on a very complicated issue. '

Let me turn now to the ranking minority member of the sub-
committee, Senator Kohl.

STATEMENT OF HON. HERBERT KOHL, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF WISCONSIN

Senator KOHL. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. A few years ago, we
celebrated the 100th anniversary of the Sherman Antitrust Act.
That law, written by John Sherman of Ohio, has been enormously
important in strengthening free market fairness, ensuring eco-
nomic opportunity, and in promoting consumer welfare.

I am not sure, however, that the author ever intended it to apply
to college football. In fact, given the truly important antitrust mat-
ters that we do have to address this year, like telecommunications,
health care, and energy deregulation, what I am sure about is that
Congress does not need to legislate here.

Still, this committee doesn’t always need to be a spring board to
legislative action. Sometimes, it is best seen as a forum to discuss
a variety of competition issues, even when they relate to sports. In
that context, let me make a few brief points.

First, the notion of the Bowl Alliance does make sense. It gets
us closer to determining a true national champion for college foot-
ball, which is probably what the American people would like to see.

9
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Extending the season even more, as you would have to do under
a true playoff approach, would do more harm than .good to what
little is left of the concept of student-athlete. Admittedly, the cur-
rent approach is not perfect, but once the Big 10 and the Pac~10
start participating in-1999, it will be even more likely to match the
two top teams. :

Second, let's keep in mind that amateur sports in America is a
business, and a very big business. So it is not surprising that post-
season bowls are as much about ratings as rankings, as much
about sponsorship as sportsmanship, and as much about the bot-
tom line as the line of scrimmage. This may not be right, but it is
the reality. .

So it is hard to blame a bowl for choosing Nebraska instead of
BYU, or the Alliance for giving a priority to Notre Dame. After all,
more Americans will travel to see the Fighting Irish than, say, to
see the Fighting Rainbows of Hawaii. My sense is that these finan-
cial factors, rather than antitrust collusion, are the real reasons
that smaller, less widely known, but perhaps more deserving
schools feel that they are being left out in the cold.

Having said all this, there is often room for some improvement,
even in college football. So I say to our witnesses today—Mr. Kra-
mer, Mr. Dempsey, Mr. Delany, and Mr. Benson—I would like to
make a modest proposal. Work this out amongst yourselves. Don’t
look to the Government or to the court system to resolve this issue.
It is not a matter for litigation or for legislation. Instead, I rec-
ommend that you sit in a room by yourselves without any lawyers,
lock the door, and have a reasonable discussion, and then try to
come up with something, if possible, that benefits the ‘American
public. You will certainly come up with a quicker, more effective so-
lution than one that we could provide for you here, and it will be
a solution that Senator Sherman would be proud of. == - '

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DEWINE. Thank you, Senator Kohl.

Let me now turn to the chairman of the full Judiciary Commit-
tee, Senator Hatch.

STATEMENT OF HON. ORRIN G. HATCH, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
- THE STATE OF UTAH

Senator HATCH. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. You seem to be
coming up with the most interesting subjects for subcommittee
hearings, although you may cause groups to stop describing them-
selves as “alliances” after your hearing on the airline alliance last
month and the College Football Bowl Alliance today.

This hearing is of particular interest to me because the treat-

. ment of Brigham Young University last year is'a prime example
of the type of conduct by the Alliance bowls that has raised con-
cerns across the country. These concerns focus on fairness in choos-
ing the college football teams that will play in the major post-
season bowls that are so popular on New Year’s Day each year.

Last year, BYU had a wonderful football season, winning 13 of
its games and losing only 1. The season was tremendously exciting
for BYU players and fans alike, and, of course, we are all very
proud of them. BYU was the fifth-ranked team in the Nation and
expectations were very high that the team would be in one of the

.
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three Alliance bowls. That did not occur, however, dashing the
hopes of all of the players and greatly disappointing BYU fans like
me.

Unfortunately, the harm was not merely disappointment, but the
loss of $6 million that BYU and its conference would have received
from an Alliance bowl over the amount actually received from the
Cotton Bowl. I don’t mean to find fault with the Cotton Bowl,
which itself was hurt by the Alliance system. It used to be one of
the major bowls in the country and now finds itself not one of
them, or at least not one of the major, prime bowls. In addition,
BYU lost the greater exposure and prestige of being in an Alliance
bowl, which hurts its ability to recruit top athletes.

This is a simple question and issue of fairness. When a team has
the talent and puts in the hard work to be one of the best in the
country, that team should be in one of the best bowls. Basic Amer-
ican fairness dictates that bowl teams should be chosen on the mer-
its. That is best for the schools involved and for fans nationwide
who want to see exciting bowl games.

Of course, a desire for fairness and decisions based on merits
does not mean that the current Alliance system is in violation of
the antitrust laws. Whether or not an antitrust violation exists is
best determined by the experts in the Antitrust Division or, if nec-
essary, in the courts. But if the Alliance system can be improved
to address these basic issues of fairness, as I understand the Alli-
ance system is seekin% to do, I expect that the antitrust concerns
will be resolved as well. :

So I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing
on a matter of such interest to so many Utahns and others
throughout the country, and I look forward to hearing the testi-
mony of all the witnesses, especially Chad Lewis from BYU.

We are happy to welcome you here, Chad, and have you here,
one of the great tight ends. :

Frankly, I can’t stay for the whole hearing, but I certainly appre-
ciate you holding it and I look forward to the results of it.

Senator DEWINE. Thank you very much.

Senator Sessions.

STATEMENT OF HON. JEFF SESSIONS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF ALABAMA

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to
thank you for allowing me the opportunity to join your subcommit-
tee and discuss the College Football Alliance and its effect on the
fans and the players and the universities, not only across the
United States, but also in my home State of Alabama.

Mr. Chairman, before I begin, I would like .to take a minute to
recognize the commissioner of the Southeastern Conference, Mr.
Roy Kramer. The Southeastern Conference, which is located in Bir-
mingham, AL, includes two Alabama universities which are impor-
tant to me—Auburn University, where I expect my son to enroll
this fall, and the University of Alabama, where I had the privilege
of graduating from law school. Mr. Chairman, I applaud the pas-
sion and dedication that Commissioner Kramer has displayed in
dealing with the College Football Bowl Alliance. I welcome his
leadership on this issue.
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The College Football Bowl Alliance promises to provide the fans
of college football with a national championship game every year.
For many years, I have heard football fans and media alike grum-
ble that the college football season ends without a champion, except
when crowned by the sports media and coaches, and the issue rare-
ly, if ever, is decided on the football field. '

Since the early 1990’s, with the formation of the Bowl Coalition
and later the Bowl Alliance, the national championship of college
football has been decided on the field three times in the last 5
years. When the Rose Bowl comes aboard after the 1998 season, for
the first time in history college football can expect a national cham-
pionship game very single year. This will be a great benefit to the
fans of college football and has been made possible by the efforts
of a number of major football conferences, including Commissioner
Kramer’s Southeastern Conference, which is located in " Bir-
mingham.

Having now created a system to provide the fans of college foot-
ball with a champion game that people have asked for for years,
now many of these same conferences find themselves brought in be-
fore our committee now because people are not happy with the
teams who have been selected.

We have talked a lot, I think, in our committee about judicial ac-
tivism. We might wonder if we are not involved in a bit of senato-
rial activism. I am not sure that this is, as Senator Kohl said, the
proper place to be deciding football selections for bowl games.

The history of relationships between certain bowls and con-

. ferences is a long and very proud one. For many years, the South-
eastern Conference champion played in the Sugar Bowl. Of course,
before that, in the 1930’s, they had a tremendous reputation as a
winner in the Rose Bowl, but they were shut out of that by the Big
10 and Pac-10. Then the Southeastern Conference played in the
Sugar Bowl, but that was a voluntary decision.

Since the end of World War II, the champions of the Big 10 have
played in the Rose Bowl at 5 o’clock on New Year’s Day. The Big
8 champion for years hosted the Orange Bowl, while the former
Southwestern Conference sent its champion to the Cotton Bowl.
These longstanding relationships were part of the great tradition -

of college football and helped make it such an outstanding spec-
tator sport.

As a matter of fact, I think I agree with Lee Corso. I was at the
Alabama-Auburn game 2 years ago in Auburn, and he called it the
greatest spectacle he had ever seen in sports and it certainly was .
that for me, even though my alma mater came up short.

The Bowl Alliance is beginning a new tradition to a very old tra-
dition. Many of these longstanding relationships have been or will
be altered so that we have a true national championship game,
hopefully each year, with the top two teams each year squaring off
in the final game of the season.

In a very real sense, Mr. Chairman, the conferences participating
in the Alliance have given up or rearranged their traditional bowl
relationships and contracts in order to make this national cham-
pionship game possible for college football. They have also invited
every major football-playing institution to participate in this ar-
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rangement and to make themselves available to play in one of
these games, if selected.

The bowl system is now more open than it has ever been and the
whole purpose of the Alliance is to make it possible for any team
to compete for the national championship. Once the Rose Bowl be-
comes part of the Alliance after the 1998 season, like clockwork we
will have a match-up of the top two teams in college football at the
end of the year, regardless of conference affiliation. And it was
done without governmental law or interference or governmental
regulation.

Mr. Chairman, this is a perfect case of supply and demand. The
fans have demanded it and now they are getting it. I, for one, am
glad that such an arrangement is taking place. It is dismaying,
however, that conferences who created this new system and gave
ug or altered their traditional bowl relationships to make it pos-
sible now have to face criticism for that process.

Every year, the NCAA basketball tournament includes 64 teams,
and invariably one team or another believes it is deserving of a bid,
but did not get one. The same thing might be said about the NFL
playoffs. It has been a number years since an AFC team won the
Super Bowl, but we have not been bothered to look at why the NFL
continues to match an AFC team against an NFC team in the
Super Bowl or why the league does not rearrange its conference
lineups to produce more evenly matched Super Bowls. And baseball
is not exempt either. A few years ago, the San Francisco Giants

_won 103 baseball games, second most in the major leagues, but
didn’t make the playoffs. No one has suggested this subcommittee
look into that matter.

For the few college bowl games that are part of the Alliance ar-
rangement, establishing a selection procedure and balancing all
factors involved in that process is a complex task, to say the least.
But I believe that these arrangements that have been developed
are fair and will continue to evolve. Certainly, the participating
conferences and universities are in the best position to address any
issues that will be raised in this hearing. . o

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your allowing me to speak and allow-
ing the commissioner of our conference from Birmingham to testify,
and I look forward to exploring this issue as we go forward.

Thank you very much. '

Senator DEWINE. Senator, thank you very much.

Our first panel consists of four of our distinguished colleagues
from the U.S. Senate. Let me start with Senator Bennett, to my
left, or in any order you all want to go, actually. :

Mitch, if you want to start, it is fine. '

Senator BENNETT. I will yield to the seniority of my colleague
from Kentucky.

STATEMENT OF HON. MITCH McCONNELL, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY

Senator MCCONNELL. Certainly, I would say, Mr. Chairman, se-
niority on this issue, at least.

Senator DeWine, I want to thank you as chairman of this sub-
committee for calling this hearing on the implications of the Col-
lege Bowl Alliance. As you know, I have been working on this issue
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for the last 4 years and am very interested in ensuring that the
big business of college football is being carried out in compliance
with the Sherman Act.

There are a lot of important interests at stake here. Those inter-
ests include the fans, 70 percent of whom prefer playoffs over the
current bowl structure; the colleges; the game of college football it-
self; and the 40 percent of Division I-A athletes who are excluded
from membership in the Alliance.

I listened with great interest to my good friend, Jeff Sessions,
who represents the great State of Alabama in an outstanding way,
the State where I was born. My daughter is going to the University
of Alabama for graduate school starting in the fall.

But I would say there is another sort of aspiring school in Ala-
bama; that is, the University of Alabama-Birmingham, which is
going to be a Division I-A school, and I will bet you the folks at
UAB hope that maybe someday they. will be able to replace the
Crimson Tide or the Auburn Tigers. It seems to me that is largely
what the hearing today is about, not those who have already
achieved prominence, but those who haven’t and might like to be
considered, or at least have a chance to compete.

Mr. Chairman, there is substantial evidence that the most pow-
erful conferences and the most powerful bowls have entered into
agreements to allocate the post-season bowl market among them-
selves and to engage in a group boycott of non-Alliance teams and
bowls. The effect of these agreements is to ensure that the strong
get stronger while the rest get weaker.

My message today is very simple. The opportumty to compete in
college football should be based on merit, not membership in an ex-
clusive coalition. A good model might be March Madness, which
just finished a month or so ago. In order to fully understand the
closed world of college football, we need to step back for a moment
and look at exciting and open world of college basketball.

Just a few short weeks ago, the country was swept away with
the frenzy of March Madness. I think we all would agree that
March Madness is a tremendous success for the NCAA, the col-
leges, the networks, and the fans. It is clearly one of the most suc-
cessful and exciting events in all sports. March Madness exempli-
fies basic fairness and open competition. ’

Mr. Chairman, in contrast, college football has no place for cin-
derella stories. There can be no unranked, unknown Coppin State
going to the playoffs and beating the SEC regular season champion
and then going down to the wire with a Big 12 power. A team like
Coppin State could never make it to the lucrative college football
post-season because, you see, a team like that would be excluded
because it is not in the College Bowl Alliance and its fans, “don’t
travel well.” It doesn’t even have its own band.

College football has no room for a Sweet 16 that includes teams
like the University of Louisville and the University of Utah. The
opportunity to be in college football’s Elite Eight and Final Four is
essentially determined before the season begins. The basic mes-
sage, Mr. Chairman, is that if David wants to slay Goliath, he had
better do it during basketball season. He won’t be allowed to play
Goliath when the football post-season rolls around.
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College football has no room for the underdog. In fact, as evi-
denced by the 1997 New Year’s bowls, college football doesn’t even
have room for the top-ranked teams, it has already been referred
to several times here today, unless those teams are a member of
the exclusive Bowl Alliance. :

I ask the members of the subcommittee to imagine the national
reaction if, tomorrow, the NCAA decided it was going to get out of
the college basketball playoff business and let a few conferences
and a few private entities run the basketball post-season. Specifi-
cally, the new system would not be a playoff system open to all con-
ferences and all schools, but rather would be genuinely open to
only six conferences. The remaining schools and conferences would
not be allowed to compete or would be given, at best, only a theo-
retical chance of competing.

Even worse, imagine further that the NCAA tournament schools
would receive $8 million for participating, and the justification for
choosing the privileged school would be simply, “hey, they have
been successful over the past several years, so they deserve privi-
leged status for the upcoming season,” a reward for the past, not
a reward based on current performance.

I venture to say that the sports world would go berserk. The col-
leges, the players, the fans—they would all be absolutely livid.
That, Mr. Chairman, would indeed be March Madness. Everyone
would be outraged, except, of course, the privileged six conferences
and the private entities who: host and broadcast the monopolistic
games. Mr. Chairman, this wild hypothetical is an all too close ap-
proximation of what we have in college football, and it is just plain
unfair, not to mention a violation of the antitrust laws. :

Obviously, I am not suggesting a football championship with 64
teams and several weeks of playoffs, but I am strongly encouraging
the interested parties to develop a championship proposal that does
not run afoul of the Sherman Act.

I first raised this antitrust issue in 1993 when my alma mater,
the University of Louisville, jumped out to a 7-0 record and a top
ranking, but soon realized that it was automatically excluded from
the most lucrative New Year’s bowls. I contacted the Justice De-
partment and explained that the Alliance agreements constituted
a group boycott, and thus violated the Sherman Act.

Shortly thereafter, the College Bowl Alliance entered into a re-

"vised agreement whereby the 1997 New Year’s bowls would be,
“open to any team in the country with a minimum of eight wins
or ranked higher than the lowest ranked conference champion.” De-
spite this pledge, the Alliance continued its apparent boycott of
non-Alliance teams.

During the 1996 season, as we have -previously discussed,
Brigham Young University and the University of Wyoming, both
members of the non-Alliance Western Athletic Conference, met the
Alliance criteria. As has been stated, BYU won 13 games and was
ranked fifth best team in the country. Neither BYU nor Wyoming,
however, was afforded an opportunity to play in Alliance bowls. In
fact, BYU’s record and ranking was superior to nearly every Alli-
ance team, including four of the six teams who participated in the
high-visibility, high-payout Alliance bowls.
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Let me recap. The Alliance established what were supposed to be
new rules. BYU and Wyoming played by the new Alliance rules
and just as they were about to score, the Alliance moved the goal-
posts. Mr. Chairman, I have raised this antitrust issue again this
year because these facts are so revealing of the Alliance’s purpose
and effect. BYU was the perfect test case for open competition. The
Alliance, plain and simple, failed the test.

This issue is about more than football, apple pie, and alma
mater. This is about big money. This is about a few conferences
and a few bowls dividing up a huge multimillion-dollar pie among
themselves If you are not in the Alliance, you can’t get a piece of
the

I ave a chart over here to my right that shows the big money
guarantees for the Alliance conferences. In 1997, the eight partici-
pants in the Alliance bowls, including the Rose Bowl participants,
shared an estimated pot of $68 million, while the 28 non-Alliance
bowl participants were left to divide approx1mately $34 million.

As this chart colorfully illustrates, the market has been divided
such that eight teams rank in approximately 70 percent of the
post-season millions, while 28 teams get nothing more than the
leftover 30 percent. You will notice from the chart that the 4 Alli-
ance bowls get the football, while the 14 remaining bowls receive
merely the tip of the ball. What is the effect of the Alliance agree-
ments? Well, the already strong Alliance teams get stronger while
the non-Alliance teams are relegated to a future of, at best, medio-
cre, second-class status.

In closing, I would like to point out that this effort is much more
than just a few Senators cheering for their home teams. The courts
have said it much more clearly than any of us could. In the words
of the District of Columbia Circuit, “The hallmark of the [unlawful]
‘group boycott’ is the effort of compet1tors to ‘barricade themselves
from competition at their own level.’”

Today, we continue to call on all 1ntereuted parties to break the
barricade and bring about genuine competition to college football
and the post-season. A legitimate post-season championship can be
a reality for college football. It works for college basketball, college
baseball, and it works for college football at the Division I—AA Di-
vision II and Division III levels.

Mr. Cha1rman thank you for allowing us to be here today and
to em]fhasize one basic point; that is, college football ought to have
a level playing field. It should not be the Alliance versus the non-
Alliance, the privileged class versus the perpetual underclass.

I end my statement as I began it. The opportunity to compete in
the college post-season should be based on merit, not membership
in an exclusive coalition. By all means, the opportunity to compete
should not be based on which team has more of a winning tradi-
tion. That refers to the past. The 1997 bowls should not be based
on a school’s accomplishments in the 1980’s. In other words, post-
season competition should not be based on how many trophies you

- have on the shelf, but rather the quality and quantity of wins you
have under your belt in a particular season.

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to recognize Coach Ron Cooper,
who will be testifying shortly, the head football coach at the Uni-
versity of Louisville. He is doing a fine job and he is on the front
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lines of this antitrust issue and we are looking forward to hearing
from him later this afternoon.
Thank you very much.
Senator DEWINE. Senator McConnell, thank you very much.
Senator DEWINE. We will now hear from Senator Bennett.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT F. BENNETT, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF UTAH

Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the
opportunity to be here, and made careful notes during the opening
statements and will do my best to respond.

First, in the spirit of full disclosure, I will report that I am not
a graduate of Brigham Young University. I am a graduate, and
served as student %ody president, of the University of Utah, BYU’s
arch rival. If you think it is tough between Harvard and Yale, or
USC and UCLA, just show up during the Utah-BYU game.

So why am I here if BYU was the team that was wronged? There
is a clear answer to that aside from the fact that, as a Senator, I
represent the people who cheer for BYU, and that is that the
money issue does not just involve schools; it involves conferences.
When a school from a conference goes to one of these bowls, the
money that comes from the bowl is divided among the members of
the conference, so that even though the University of Utah may not
have posted the same record as BYU in the last season, the Uni-
versity of Utah and every other university in the Western Athletic
Conference was financially damaged by the refusal of the Bowl Al-
liance to give BYU a slot in 1996.

Let’s put up a chart just so that we can graphically understand
what did happen in 1996 with respect to BYU and the promise that
was made, to which Senator McConnell referred, that they would
be given an opportunity to play in an Alliance bowl.

You see there in red the teams that went to the Fiesta Bowl—
Penn State and Texas. They finished, respectively, No. 7 and No.
20. Then you see in yellow the teams that went to the Sugar Bowl.
This is the showcase that people like to talk about in terms of de-
termining a national champion—Florida State and Florida, and
they finished 1 and 3, respectively. Then, in light orange, the teams
that went to the Orange Bowl—Nebraska and Virginia Tech. They
finished, respectively, 6th and 10th. Arizona State and Ohio State,
by happy coincidence, were the champions of their respective con-
ferences that, under longstanding conference rules, went to the
Rose Bowl.

Brigham Young finished ahead of Nebraska, Penn State, Virginia
Tech, and Texas, but was not allowed the so-called opportunity for
non-Alliance teams to prove themselves and get in an Alliance
bowl. They proved themselves and they didn’t get in. I'd like to
share a quote with respect to the statement that, the BYU team
~doesn’t travel well and it isn't good for the fans to watch a team
like BYU. This is from a sportswriter in the Washington Post, not
known as a group that always favors BYU—I read this in the
Washington Post while this was going on and had my staff dig it
out for me.

The sportswriter says, “The Bowl Alliance messed up the assign-
ments.” “I don’t blame BYU for wanting to file a lawsuit, which the
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school‘ considered but decided against. You finish 13-1 and in the
top five. Somebody ought to find a spot for you in one of these bowl
games. The bowl people -and the TV execs will tell you all this
mumbo-jumbo about BYU not drawing the big TV numbers, but
guess what? The BYU-Wyoming WAC championship attracted a
bigger TV audience than did Nebraska-Texas and Florida-Alabama. -
Question”—and I apologize in advance to the Senator from Ala-
bama, but I am quoting—“who would you rather watch any day of
the week, Alabama or BYU? BYU is made for TV the way it plays.
And how about Wyoming, which was 10-2, but still isn’t going any-
where, while 6-5 teams that will put you stone cold asleep are
going bowling? That is embarrassing to college football, or ought to
e.”

Well, as the Senator from Kentucky said, the real issue here is
money, not prestige for alma mater or praise for the home school.
I will put up my version of the chart that he had before you show-
ing the impact of the money of these bowls, as projected once the
Rose Bowl is added to the Alliance.

You get the Alliance bowls—the Fiesta, Sugar, Orange, and
Rose—and you get $34 million, times two teams, because obviously
there are two in each bowl, and you have $68 million divided
among the Alliance conferences. You take the other bowls and add
up all the money and you have $17 million, times two teams, and
you have $34 million, half as much money, divided up among all
of the participants in the other bowls, as opposed to the amount
that is divided up among the Alliance bowls.

Well, you say they earned it; they are the best teams in the coun-
try, they are the best conferences in the country, they earned the
best money in the country. This becomes, if I may, a self-licking ice
cream cone. Why are they the best teams in the country? Because
they can buy the best coaches and the best facilities, and they have
_the best farm club effect. We all know that one of the major, major
attractions for college football is that it is a farm club for the NFL;
it is a farm system for the NFL.

Where will the promising athlete most want to go when he is
building his career toward an NFL draft choice? He will want to
go where he gets the most exposure. So if you belong to an Alliance
conference that is funded in this fashion, you can afford to buy the
best coach, you can afford to build the best facilities, and you will
automatically attract the best players during recruiting. Then you
will turn around and say, yes, but the teams just didn’t cut it from
the other conferences. _

The example that my colleague from Kentucky gave aboit bas-
ketball is exactly correct. It is possible in basketball for someone
to break through and come to the attention of NBA scouts at a
school that has nothing whatever to do with the major conferences.
The Alliance system will make it increasingly impossible for any-
body to hope for an NFL career who does not go to a school that
belongs to an Alliance conference. The money will flow to the Alli-
ance conferences and, following the money, the coaches, the facili-
ties, and the farm effect will flow to the Alliance conferences, and
ygu will see the antitrust circumstance that Sherman was worried
about.
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I agree with Senator Kohl that this probably shouldn’t be an
issue for Congress to deal with. But since I have no other forum
in which to deal with it, I am grateful for the opportunity to raise
it here. If you look at the long term consequences, the projected
payouts, and inflation you begin to realize that we have, in fact,
a system that is going to guarantee itself forever and ever. Again,
a self-licking ice cream cone, only in this circumstance the ice
cream is never going to go away.

The consequences of this go beyond college football because of the -
fact that college football has become, as I mentioned, a farm system
for the NFL. We are talking about one of the largest industries in
the country when we are talking about professional football. I think
it is improper for our Nation to have one of our largest sporting
leagues, set up so that only a few colleges will participate in the
farm system and that many players who, for one reason or another,
are unable to get into one of those schools in the Alliance will see
their opportunity for future earning potential lowered very, very
significantly. '

With that, Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity of
being here. I want to, along with Senator Hatch, welcome Chad
Lewis. I look forward to hearing his firsthand experiences dealing
with the Alliance system.

Senator DEWINE. Senator Bennett, thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Senator Bennett follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROBERT F. BENNETT

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding these hearings and allowing me to take part
in a debate that is of great interest to the state of %ta.h. When most people think
about the most recent Football Season and complaints with the Alliance system,
they immediately think of Brigham Young University. I must, in the spirit of full
disclosure, report that I am not a graduate of Brigham Young University, but of the
University of Utah. However, the University of Utah, as well as Utah State Univer-
sity, are also greatly impacted by the questionable practices of the Alliance. The
views expressed today will help us explore the detrimental effects of the Alliance
agreements on fans, players, and universities.

I am particularly interested in the testimony of Chad Lewis, who has recentl
graduated from Brigham Young University. Chad exemplifies the spirit whic
should personify college athletics in America. He has overcome many obstacles dur-
ing his football career, and will be playing in the NFL this year. In addition, he
has earned high grades and served well his community. Unfortunately, even though
Chad’s team was ranked 5th in the nation, Chad was unable to play in one of the
Alliance bowls. He is here to share his first-hand experience with the Alliance sys-
tem.

College teams should be able to play football based on their performance on the
playing field instead of on decisions made in the boardroom. The Alliance has tried
to justify its agreements and actions. However, last year’s post-season football

ames, which included the shunning of Brigham Young and Wyoming, has shed
ight on the fictitious justifications for the Alliance agreements,

First, the Alliance claims that-the purpose of the Alliance was to create a national
champion. The facts, however, indicate that the purpose of the Alliance is to ensure
that the Alliance is in char%:z of the significant funds that post-season football
events generate. As is shown by the various payouts to each bowl, the Alliance has
gnsure that the vast majority of money stays in the hands of the Alliance mem-

ers.

Second, the Alliance claims that the Alliance bowls exist to give fans the best pos-
sible games, Again, the facts demonstrate otherwise. As last year’s bowl lineup dem-
onstrated, the fans are not Ffetting the most exciting matchups. The Alliance system
deprives fans of the playoff excitement and enthusiasm that is present in other
NCAA sports, and in other NCAA football divisions.

For these reasons, I join this effort here today to see if any applicable anti-trust
laws have been broken and to help ensure that a boardroom conspiracy does not
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_ siphon off the heavy money to one group at the expense of fans, athletes, and uni-
versities.

Senator DEWINE. Senator Thomas.

STATEMENT OF HON. CRAIG THOMAS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF WYOMING

. Senator THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, for your active interest in this issue regarding the Bowl
Alliance, and for giving us, the students we represent, and Amer-
ican college football fans a forum to examine the antitrust implica-
tions of the College Football Alliance structure.

We believe the Bowl Alliance is a restrictive monopoly masque-
rading as a cozy, down-home pastime. Unfortunately, the pawns in
the game are the student-athletes. Despite all the money we talk
about, it is the student-athletes that really are important in this
whole situation. -

- 1 think it is appropriate for the Congress to take a look at this.
I don’t think it is appropriate to legislate, but I think we ought to
try and bring the facts out so something can happen. I understand
it makes a difference in what State you are from as to how impor-
tant this matter seems.

The University of Wyoming produced a nationally ranked football
in 1996, with a 10-2 record and three players named to the All-
American squad. It was an impressive record by any standard. De-
‘spite this fortitude, the Cowboy team was not invited to post-sea-
son play and is being forced to fight for recognition in a Division
I-A college football league that is overrun by the Bowl Alliance.

The College Football Bow! Alliance conferences came together in
1993 and it took it upon themselves to provide and match teams
to participate in the major bowl games. It is clear the Bowl Alli-
ance is interested more in money and marketing than rewarding
athletic excellence. There is no doubt about it, the conferences are
becoming rich. : '

We may not have had a bowl team, but we do have a chart. You
know, in the Senate, it is necessary to have a chart, so we have
one entitled “1996 NCAA Division I-A Bowl Game Review.” During
the season, the Alliance conferences earned a sum of $67.9 million
in Sugar, Orange, Fiesta, and Rose Bowl profits. Combined major
bowl and minor bowl income for the Alliance was $95.9 million,
while the non-Alliance conferences played for $5.4 million in minor
league purses. So you see a substantial difference.

We believe, of course, the four of us here, that the Alliance con-
ferences and the bowls have entered into some restrictive agree-
ments to allocate post season bowling, and that is what we are
here about. The Alliance continues to claim they are driven by
market demand in delivering a product for which sports fans are
clamoring. I question the accuracy of that assertion.

Everyone is interested in seeing a national championship game,
but it is clear that college sports fans are not impressed with the
entire product line of the Bow! Alliance. Sports fans were given a
chance to speak during a public opinion poll that was conducted by
the Gallup group in the fall of 1996 commissioned by the College
Football Association. Seventy percent identifying themselves as col-
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lege football fans preferred the playoff system, to 22 percent who
preferred the bowl system.

It is unfortunate that the NCAA governance structure has
turned a blind eye to the abuses that are occurring. The NCAA was
created to take on the complex problems before us. Clearly, they
have been absent on this bowl issue. We cannot lose sight of the
purpose and the value of intercollegiate athletics. College sports
are supposed to allow student-athletes to realize their personal po-
tential by teaching them about leadership, competition, practice,
teamwork, group loyalty, and sportsmanship. This past season, the
Bowl Alliance sent a message out to the students: it doesn’t matter
if you win or lose as long as you are a member of an Alliance con-
ference.

We are going to hear testimony this afternoon from Richard
Peace, a senior on the 1996-97 football team at Wyoming, and
Dave Baker, special assistant to the University of Wyoming presi-
dent. Both of them have been staunch and steadfast on this issue
and I am proud to have them representing Wyoming.

There is a growing momentum for change. T am hopeful that our
efforts here will help bring that about. I too hope that change is
not forced in the courts, or in legislation, but by those people who
are involved.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DEWINE. Thank you very much, Senator Thomas.

[The prepared statement of Senator Thomas follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CRAIG THOMAS

Good afternoon. I thank the distinguished Chairman of the Subcommittee on
Antitrust, Senator Mike DeWine, for his active interest in the issue of the college
football Bowl Alliance. He has given us, the . students we represent and. American
college football fans a forum to examine the antitrust implications of the college
football Bowl Alliance structure. The Bowl Alliance is a restrictive monopoly
masquerading as a cozy, down-home past-time. Unfortunately, the pawns in this
elaborate ruse are the student-athletes.

The University of Wyoming is a school of 11,000 students in a state of 480,000
residents. The Cowboy football team is a source of pride and inspiration to our
sparsely populated state. On the day of any given home game, the Town of Laramie,
population 22,000, doubles in size as the people of our state travel long and far to
cheer on the Cowboys in War Memorial Stadium.

The University ofy Wyoming produced a nationally ranked football team during the
1996 season with a 10-2 record and three players named to the All-American squad.
It was an impressive record by any standard. Despite this fortitude on the field, the
Cowboy football team was not invited to post season play and is being forced to fight
for recognition in a division I-A college football league that has been overrun by the
Bowl Alliance.

The college football Bowl Alliance conferences came together in 1993 and took it
upon themselves to provide and match teams to participate in the major bowl
games. It is clear that the Bowl Alliance is more interested in money and marketing
than rewarding athletic excellence and providing high-quality match-ups between
teams. In 1996, invitations to the most lucrative major Bowl bids—the Orange Bowl,
the Sugar Bowl and the Fiesta Bowl—were sent to high-profile, highly marketable
teams instead of lower profile, yet equally worthy teams. Matters have risen to out-
rageous proportions as illustrated by the 1996 picks to the major bowl games.

resh in the minds of W oming football fans is the last game of regular season
play when the #22 ranked éowboys played against #5 ranked Brigham Young Uni-
versity for the 1996 Western Athletic Conference (WAC) championship title. Both
teams went into the game believing the winner would be selected for a bid in the
Fiesta Bowl. UW and BYU delivered a terrific conference championship game. BYU
geat V\{)yonlxing in overtime play. Neither WAC team was invited to a major New
ear’s bowl. ’
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When BYU was not invited to the Fiesta Bowl, it didn't just hurt the Cougars,
it hurt the entire WAC conference. Because the WAC has a revenue-sharing agree-
ment, the fifteen WAC conference members would have divided up $7 million of the
$8 million Fiesta Bowl pay-off to BYU. Instead, the WAC received about $1.1 mil-
lion of the $2 million payment the Cougars got for plaﬁing Kansas State in the Cot-
ton Bowl. Not only was money lost, but national visibility and prestige that leads
to strong recruitment were foregone as well.

There is no doubt about it. The Alliance conferences are becoming rich. Consider
the figures in the chart entitled, “1996 NCAA Division I-A Bowl Game Review.”
During the 1996 season, the Alliance conferences earned a sum of $67,916,000 in
Sugar, Orange, Fiesta and Rose Bowl profits. The combined major bowl and minor
bowl income for the Alliance conferences was $95,916,000 while the non-Alliance
conferences played for $5,400,000 in minor bowl purses.

It is glain to see that two tiers have been created within division I-A college foot-
ball. The Alliance conferences have squirreled away for themselves access to the
high-paying bowls and television_contracts. They can only become stronger and
stronger in their upward spiral. With a second-tier status, the non-Alliance con-
ferences will play in a decreasing number of low-'payiniebowls. It is not unthinkable
that they could one dag be forced to merge, shrink or become defunct. These devel-
opments in college football cannot go unchallenged.

Senator Mitch McConnell, Senator Bob Bennett, Senator Mike Enzi and I believe
the Alliance conferences and bowls have entered into restrictive agreements to allo-
cate the post-season bowl market among themselves. They are engaging in a group
boycott of non-Alliance teams. This has caused a restraint of trade as non-Alliance
conferences are systematically locked out of the ability to supply teams for the high-
paying bowls.

he Alliance ensures its monopoly through the use of an at-large rule. Although
the champions of the self-selected Alliance Bowl conferences automatically appear
in one of the major bowl games, they guarantee two remaining at-large spots. It is
questionable as to whether those two spots are truly at-large. Clearly was de-
serving of one of those at-large spots, but BYU was shrugged off and told to step
aside because its performance in 1996 was aberrational. ) :

The Alliance conferences continue to claim that they are driven by market de-
mand and are delivering a product for which sports fans are clamoring. I question
the accuracy of that assertion. Everyone is interested in seeing a national champion-
ship game, but it is clear that college sports fans are not impressed with the entire
product line the Bowl Alliance is offering. Sports fans were iven a chance to speak
during a pubic opinion poll that was conducted by the Gallup organization in the
fall of 1996 and commissioned by the College Football Association. Seventy percent
of those identifying themselves as college football fans prefer the playoff system to
the twenty-two percent who prefer the bowl structure.

It is unfortunate that the NCAA governance structure has turned a blind eye to
the abuses that are occurring. The NCAA was created to take on the complex prob-
lems we have before us. Clearly, the NCAA has been absent on the Bowl Alliance
issue. In the absence of proser-oversight, Congress hag been forced to step onto the -
college grid-iron and demand that all schools be treated equitably. )

We cannot lose sight of the purpose and value of intercollegiate athletics. College
sports are supposed to-allow our students-athletes to realize their personal potential
by teaching them about leadership, competition, practice, teamwork, group loyalty
and sportsmanship. This past season, the Bowl Alliance sent a message out to our
students: “It doesn't matter if you win or lose as long as you are a member of an
Alliance conference.” The Bowl Alliance system is not enriching student athletics.

We are going to hear testimony this afternoon from Richard Peace, 8 senior on
the 1996—1997 UW football team, and Dave Baker, Special Assistant to the Univer-
sity of Wyoming President. Both of them have been staunch and steadfast on this
issue. I am proud that they have come to the hearing to represent the University

of Wyoming.
There is a growing momentum for changes to the current system. I am hopeful
that a more open and equitable system will be the fruits of our efforts. The owl

Alliance is in the last quarter with fourth and lonE. I suggest they punt rather than
risk further damage to the integrity of college football.
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Senator DEWINE. Senator Enzi. |

STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL ENZI, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF WYOMING.

Senator ENz1. Mr. Chairman, ranking member, chairman of the
full committee, and fellow freshman Senator, it is a pleasure to be
here today. We really appreciate this opportunity to come before
you and discuss the antitrust problems that are associated with the
current College Bowl Alliance,

The current Alliance, whether true or not, gives the perception
that they have stifled genuine competition and placed college foot-
ball at the mercy of a coalition that appears to be more interested
in money and power than in the best interests of the players or the
fans or the colleges that they profess to represent.

As has been mentioned, you will get the opportunity to hear from
one of the players from the University of Wyoming, Richard Peace,
who is an outstanding wide receiver. He was a member of the
1996-97 Cowboy team that was denied the opportunity to play in
any bowl, and I hope you will consider his testimony care ully as
he talks about the impact these anticompetitive agreements have
on college football players themselves. ‘

“We have heard about Brigham Young University and their out-
standing record. You have heard a little bit about the University
of Wyoming and their outstanding record. This team had some tal-
ent that has been unmatched in years. But despite those excellent
credentials, the University of Wyoming didn’t get a bid to play in
any of the Alliance bowls or any other college bowl. In fact, there
used to be an agreement by which WAC teams received bids to at
least two bowl games.

This year, because of all of the realignments and the approval
that those alliances have now been given, and despite having one
of the best seasons ever, the University of Wyoming wasn’t asked
to play in any post-season bowl game, and that came as a great
disagpointment to Cowboy football fans nationwide who felt the
Cowboys had earned a bowl bid through their superior play during
the regular season and the TV ratings that they received in the
games in which they played.

Simply put, the Alliance is bad for football, since, as a practical
matter, it prohibits teams outside the Alliance from playing in the
top bowl games, even though we say that the top teams do get to
play. The games being played on the field are now taking a back
seat to the games being played by the Alliance behind closed doors,
closed to the players and closed to the fans. This has resulted in
Alliance teams that have an institutional advantage in both bowl
receipts and future recruiting.

We have mentioned the 568 million for teams who play in the
Alliance bowls. We have mentioned how little the rest of them get.
In the Western Athletic Conference; that does get interpreted into
dollars per team because it gets split up so that one team in the
_conference doesn’t get a huge advantage over the others even
though they have a good team in that particular year.

I want to tell you that this alliance method made a difference to
each school in the WAC of $500,000 this year. That disparity is not
good business. It results in a built-in advantage for the Alliance

24
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teams in areas of future recruiting, program, facilities, and adver-

tisin%. The Alliance agreement provides unlawful economic protec-

tion for its members, with a detriment to college football generally.
While the Bowl Alliance has tried to justify their anticompetitive

agreements by claiming they have created a system in which the

best teams in college football play each other in the post-season,

that is not truth in advertising. \x’e should be worriedp about that
aspect of the Alliance after we look at the antitrust.

o says that the teams which play in the Alliance bowls are
the top eight teams in the Nation? We are purporting that they are
the top eight teams in the Nation, regardless of the other evidence
that is here. The Alliance cannot honestly claim it has created a
true -college playoff when the 5th ranked team in the Nation is
passed over for a bid to the Alliance bowls in favor of less comlﬁltli-'
tive teams with worse records and lower national rankings. This
Alliance more closely resembles a payoff system than a playoff sys-
tem. The current Alliance structure does not do justice to the play-
ers, the colleges, the fans, who are all true beneficiaries of co lege
football.

The Alliance’s market allocation agreements have hurt consum-
ers, as well. One poll has shown that college football fans would
have preferred to see several non-Alliance teams, including
Brigham Young and the University of Colorado, in top bowl games.
These agreements amounted to changing the rules in the last 2
minutes of the fourth quarter. They are precisely the type of mar-
ket allocation agreements the Sherman Act was passed to prohibit.

Finally, the Bowl Alliance has hurt the very game it claims to
have been formed to protect and preserve—college football. By fenc-
ing out certain conferences and schools, the Alliance has turned a
blind eye to the time-honored institution of amateur athletics. Col-
lege athletes should be allowed to pit their skill, their discipline,
their determination against that of their ‘peers in the best-known

. bowl games. _

Under the current Alliance structure, many college athletes are
prohibited from playing in the bowl games, for reasons that are to-
tally unrelated to their ability or their success on the football field.
The wreaths of college athletics should be awarded to the finest
teams and players based on their talents and their abilities, as
shown on the field of play. Their dreams of a bowl game appear-
ance and the future of athletes should not be bought and sold
under the bleachers before the season even begins.

I look forward to working with you on whatever steps you find
might be necessary to overcome these inequities. '

[The prepared statement of Senator Enzi follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR MICHAEL ENzI

Mr. Chairman, rankir:i member and distinguished committee members, thank
you for providing me with this opportunity to come before you to discuss the anti-
trust problems associated with the current College Bowl Alliance. The current Alli-
ance structuré has stifled genuine competition and placed college football at the
mercy of a coalition more interested in money and power than the best interests of
the players or the fans or the colleges they profess to represent.

is afternoon we will hear from a player who was adversely affected by the Col-
lege Bowl Alliance. Richard Peace was an outstanding wide receiver for the Univer-
sity of Wyoming Cowboys. He was a member of the 1996-97 Cowboy team that was
denied the ‘opportunity to play in any bowl game. I urge you to consider his testi-

ERIC 28

IToxt Provided by ERI



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

21

mony carefully as it reveals the impact these anti-competitive agreements have on
the college football players themselves.

Just this last January, two of the top twenty-five ranked football teams in the
country fell victim to this anti-competitive College Bowl Alliance. Brigham Young
University, a member of the non-Alliance Western Athletic Conference, finished the
year with a remarkable 13-1 record and was ranked fifth in the nation. Another
member of the WAC, the University of Wyoming, finished its regular season with
a formidable 10-2 record and a national ranking of twenty second. Desrite those
excellent credentials, the University of Wyoming did not receive a bid to play in any
of the Alliance bowls. In fact, despite having one of its best seasons ever, the Uni-
versity of Wyoming was not asked to play in any post-season bowl game. This came
as a great disappointment to Cowboy fans and football fans nationwide who felt that
the Cowboys had earned a bowl _bidy through their superior play during the regular
season.

Simply put, the Alliance is bad for football since as a practical matter, it prohibits
teams outside the Alliance from playing in the top bowl games. The games being
played on the field are now taking a back seat to the games being played by the
Alliance behind doors closed to the players and the fans. This has resulted in Alli-
ance teams having an institutional advantage in both bowl receipts and future re-
cruiting prospects..In 1996, the eight Alliance bowl participants, including the teams
playing in the Rose Bowl, split a total of $68 million. More specifically though, the
differences in revenue to EACH Western Athletic Conference team only counting the
loss in revenue from Brigham Young University’s lack of an invitation to an Alliance
Bowl game, in spite of their outstanding record, amounted to a loss of almost Yo
million dollars per school! This disparity is not good business. It results in a built-
in advantage for Alliance teams in the areas of future recruiting and program devel-
opment. The Alliance agreement provides unlawful economic protection for its mem-
bers to the detriment of college football generally. )

The Bowl Alliance has justified their anti-competitive agreements by claiminﬁ
they have created a system by which the best teams in college football play eac
other in post-season bowls. This is not truth in advertising. The Alliance cannot
honestly claim it has created a true college playoff system when the fifth ranked
team in the nation is passed over for a bid in an Alliance Bowl in favor of less com-
petitive teams with worse records and lower national rankings. This Alliance more
closely resembles a payoff system than a playoff system. The current Alliance struc-
ture does not do justice to the players, colleges, and fans who are the true bene-
ficiaries of college football.

The Alliance’s market allocation aF'reements have hurt consumers as well. One
poll has shown that college football fans would have preferred to see several non-
Alliance teams, including Brigham Young University and the University of Colo-
rado, in the top bow] games. These agreements amounted to changing the rules with
two minutes left in the fourth quarter. These are precisely the type of market alloca-
tion agreements the Sherman Act was passed to prohibit.

Finally, the bowl] alliance has hurt the very game it claims to have been formed
to protect and preserve—college football. By fencing out certain conferences and
schools, the Alliance has turned a blind eye to the time-honored institution of ama-
teur athletics. College athletes should be allowed to pit their skill, discipline, and
determination against that of their peers in the best post-season bowl games. Under
the current Alliance structure, many college athletes are prohibited from plag'in in
go?él games for reasons that are totally unrelated to their success on the oot%all

eld.

The wreaths of college athletics should be awarded to the finest teams and play-
ers based on their talents and abilities as shown on the field of play. Their dreams
of a bowl game appearance and their future as athletes should not be bought and
sold under the bleachers before the season even begins. I look forward to working
w1}t51 you in taking whatever steps are necessary to correct this inequity in college
athletics.

Senator DEWINE. Well, we appreciate the testimony of all of you.

Senator Kohl, any questions?

Senator KOHL. No questions.

Senator DEWINE. Senator Hatch.

Senator HATCH. No, thanks.

Senator DEWINE. Senator Sessions. .

Senator SESSIONS. My only question would be do you think that
the process of breaking up the contracts between the bowls and the

o8 ’
26



22

confgrences is a step forward? Does anybody want to comment on
that?

Senator MCCONNELL. I am not quite sure how I would answer
that, Senator Sessions, other than to say that it seems to me if you
still have a system in place under which 40 percent of the Division
I-A athletes in America cannot become the best, then you haven’t
solved the problem. I think the Alliance may well have produced
more frequently a game for the national championship, but if you
look below that at all the rest, it seems to me it has been a failure
and it has certainly excluded 40 percent of the young men who play
this game at Division I-A level from the opportunity to be the best.

Senator THOMAS. I suppose, Senator, you have to review the pur-
pose of the exercise. What is it that you seek to have playoffs for?
If the playoffs are simply a commercial exercise, then that is one
thing. If they are an opportunity for student-athletes to, based on
their performance, play against their peers, then I think you have
to go back and review whether this system provides that or not. If
it doesn’t, perhaps it needs to be changed. '

Senator DEWINE. Senator McConnell, let me follow up, if I could,
with that question of Senator Sessions. You have stated that 40
percent of the athletes are excluded. Now, the Alliance, of course,
would respond to that by saying that is what you have the two at-
large berths for, that the two at-large berths can come from any
Division I team.

Senator MCCONNELL. Well, the only opportunity they have had
to prove that was this past season, and as we have all repeated,
Brigham Young was in the top six, ranked No. 5. Four of the six
teams that participated were ranked lower. So the one opportunity
they had to prove that the ‘Alliance really was open to a non-Alli-
ance team, they didn’t provide that opportunity.

Senator DEWINE. Senator Bennett, I wonder if you could en-

_lighten us in regard to—I wrote this down. You said it has been
alleged, I guess, that BYU is a team that doesn’t travel well. What
does that mean? _

Senator BENNETT. I will be very blunt. The assumption is, and
may well be true, that BYU fans do not drink and party to the de-
gree that a host city might prefer traveling fans to do. The coach
of BYU has been quoted as saying, “Our fans come to town with
a $50 bill in their pocket and the Ten Commandments, and they
leave without having broken either one.” [Laughter.]

I think that may be a little bit of an overstatement, but that is
the image that BYU has. BYU fans generally have the image of not
being a hard-drinking bunch, and host cities want visiting fans to
be a partying crowd. ,

Having said that, I will report—and this is all anecdotal, but I
will report that on one occasion BYU was invited to one of the
lesser bowls, rather than the University of Utah. The reason was
that while BYU fans might not travel well,' there were more of
them living in the host city than Utah fans living in the host city
and the host city would have no problem selling out all the tickets.
That certainly has been a pattern. BYU usually has no preblem
selling tickets. But it is the restaurants and the bars and the night
spots in the host city that have lodged the complaint, either prop-
erly or improperly, about BYU not traveling well.
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Senator DEWINE. Thank you for enlightening us as to what that
means.

Senator HATCH. Don’t worry. Wyoming will make up for BYU.
[Laughter.] _ :

Senator THOMAS. I was going to say we sometimes are penalized,
perhaps, by numbers, but not by paying customers.

Senator DEWINE. We thank all of you very much.

Senator HATCH. They were both great teams last year. Congratu-
lations.

Senator DEWINE. Let me ask our second panel to come up, if you
could begin to come up and I will begin the introductions. We have
six members of this panel.

Ron Cooper is the head football coach at the University of Louis-
ville. He is one of the youngest head coaches at a Division I school.
‘Prior to his time at Louisville, Coach Cooper was the head coach
at Eastern Michigan. He served two seasons as assistant head
coach and secondary coach at Notre Dame,

Wally Richardson is the senior quarterback for Penn State Uni-
versity. This year, he has been named a National Football Founda-
tion and Hall of Fame Scholar Athlete. Wally has been drafted by
the Baltimore Ravens, formerly the Browns, of the NFL.

Richard Peace was the starting wide receiver for the University
of Wyoming for the last two seasons, and is also the president of
the Student-Athlete Advisory Committee. He has tried out for the
Canadian Football League and-is considering free agency in the
NFL. .

Roy Kramer has been the commissioner of the Southeastern Con-
ference since 1990. During his tenure, the SEC has earned four na-
tional titles and six national runner-up finishes.

Karl Benson is in his third year as the Western Athletic Con-
ference commissioner. Prior to this, Mr. Benson worked for the
NCAA, and also served 4 years as the commissioner of the Mid-
American Conference.

Cedric Dempsey has been the executive director of the NCAA
since 1994. He oversees the Association’s national office and pro-
vides leadership for the more than 1,200 colleges, universities, con-
ferences, and affiliated organizations that comprise the organiza-
tion. '

Mr. Cooper, we will start with you. You will lead off.
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PANEL CONSISTING OF RON COOPER, HEAD FOOTBALL
COACH, UNIVERSITY OF LOUISVILLE, LOUISVILLE, KY;
WALLY RICHARDSON, FOOTBALL PLAYER, PENNSYLVANIA
STATE UNIVERSITY, STATE COLLEGE, PA; RICHARD PEACE,
FOOTBALL PLAYER, UNIVERSITY OF WYOMING, LARAMIE,
WY; ROY KRAMER, COMMISSIONER, SOUTHEASTERN CON-
FERENCE, BIRMINGHAM, AL; KARL BENSON, COMMIS-
SIONER, WESTERN ATHLETIC CONFERENCE, ENGLEWOOD,
CO; AND CEDRIC W. DEMPSEY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NA-
TIONAL COLLEGIATE ATHLETIC ASSOCIATION, OVERLAND
PARK, KS :

STATEMENT OF RON COOPER

Mr. CoopeR. OK, thank you. I tell you what, this is tense in
here. As a football coach, we tell the guys that it is a little bit tight
before the game. We didn’t get too much a pre-game speech, but
I appreciate the opportunity to be here.

Let me just start off with saying that, you know, I am going to
talk to you from a football coach’s standpoint, and I don’t mean to
take anything away from any of my fellow coaches around the Na-
tion, any of the commissioners of the different conferences or any-
thing like that, but I have coached almost at every level. I started
off at Austin Peay and Murray State and Appalachian State, the
I-AA schools, and then moved up to Division I. I have coached in
the Big 10 at Minnesota, and coached at East Carolina University
and UNLYV, and I have coached at Notre Dame. I have been at the
bottom at an Austin Peay to where you didn’t have a budget to do
anything, and I have been at the top to where most coaches would
say if you had an opportunity to be an assistant coach, you would
want to coach at the University of Notre Dame.

I then moved on and became a head coach at Eastern Michigan,
which is a Division I-A conference, and I am now the head football
coach at the University of Louisville. At Louisville, we are in what
I think is a very, very unique situation. In 1991, the University of
Louisville was able to have a great season. They won 10 football
games. They played in the Fiesta Bowl. They beat the University
of Alabama. By the way, I am from Alabama, also, but they beat
the University of Alabama in the Fiesta Bowl. I think the score
was 34-7. _ '

Two years after that, in 1993, the University of Louisville was
7-1, had just beaten Arizona State and Texas back to back, was
ranked 13th in the Nation, and was forced to sign a bowl agree-
ment with one of the bowls that wasn’t consideregn a top-tier bowl.
Why? Because of the coalition back then.

Now, there is something called the Alliance. There are only a cer-
tain amount of conferences that can get in, and I truly believe that
is unfair. It hurts every school in our conference financially, but as
a football coach it hurts us in recruiting. I have got to go and sit
in homes just like Joe Paterno and just like all the other coaches,
and it hurts us in recruiting. ‘

As I have said before, I have been at every level. I have coached
those great athletes at Notre Dame. I have coached those guys that
didn’t run so fast at Austin Peay. I think that with the reduction
in scholarships now, all the different schools are getting closer in
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Division I. I don’t think there is any difference between the schools
in Conference USA as to the Big 10, the SEC, the Pac-10 and
schools like that that are a part of the Alliance. '

The schools in Conference USA are the University of Louisville,
Cincinnati, East Carolina, Memphis, Houston, Tulane, Southern
Mississri})pi, and in 1998 the U.S. Military Academy, Army, will join
our conference. Every school in our conference is committed to
playing the best non-conference schedule that we can play. We are
only mandated top play six conference games, which means we can
take our non-conference schedule and we can play all the other
major conferences. )

In 1966, Louisville beat SEC Kentucky and Big 10 Michigan.
Southern Miss beat the University of Georgia in the opener. Mem-
phis beat the University of Tennessee and Big 12 Missouri. East
Carolina beat SEC South Carolina, ACC North Carolina State, and
Big East Miami on national TV. Houston beat Big East Pittsburgh.
Cincinnati, a team in our conference, also beat the University of
Kentucky. '

In the 1997 upcoming season, the Conference USA teams will
play Alliance schools such as Alabama, Mississippi State, West Vir-

inia, Michigan State, Minnesota, Syracuse, Boston College, UCLA,

ennessee, North Carolina State, Illinois, Penn State, Oklahoma,

' and defending national champion Florida. There is no reason why

our conference, Conference USA, should not be considered equal
with any of these conferences around the country.

At the University of Louisville, I plan on coaching a team 1 day
that is going to go 11-0. This year, if we were to happen to go 11-
0,1 wil% have to beat Kentucky on the road, Penn State at Louis-
ville, Illinois at Louisville, Oklahoma on the road, and then we play
Utah at our place, along with the Conference USA schedule. If we
are 11-0, there is no guarantee that Louisville can play in an Alli-
ance bowl.

A lot of times, we say the experts—I heard somebody say that
the power or the conference isn't strong enough. The people who
are experts to me are the coaches. You ask the coaches around the
country about the schools in Conference USA. The coaches—Phil
Fulmer will tell you at Tennessee, Memphis is a good school, Mem-
phis is a good football program. I think you can ask Brad Scott at
South Carolina and I think you can ask Butch Davis at Miami
about East Carolina. I think you can ask Michigan State’s coach,
Nick Sabin, and Joe Paterno—we played Penn State—about the
University of Louisville. Ask the young men right next to me.
There isn’t that big of a difference.

It is unfair to our players, it is unfair to our fans, and those who
say that our conference isn’t strong enough, examine our non-con- .
ference opponents compared to the other opponents who some of
the privilecglfd conference teams are playing. The final rating this
year, including East Carolina with Conference USA, who joined our.
conference this year, ranks Conference USA ahead of the ACC, the
Big East, the WAC, the Mid-America, and the Big West.

This gear, Conference USA teams will play eight games versus
the SEC, six games versus the Big 10, four games versus the Big
East, two versus the ACC, two versus the Big 12, and two versus
the Pac-10. I truly believe that there is no reason why our con-
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ference shouldn’t be considered as strong as any other conference
in the Nation, and we deserve a chance to be a part of the Alliance
and all we are asking for is an opportunity.

As a football coach, the opportunity is what is important. Let me
put my 11 on the field and if we win the games and we perform—
the team who wins the games deserves a chance to play in the top-
rated bowls at the end of the season. Case closed.

Thank you. :

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Cooper, thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Cooper follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RON COOPER

As the Head Football Coach of the University of Louisville, I represent 100 stu-
dent-athletes on my football team and indirectly the male and female student-ath-
letes from Conference USA institutions that field Division I-A football teams, in-
cluding the United States Military Academy (Army), the University of Cincinnati,
the University of Memphis, the University of Southern Mississippi, the University
of Louisville, the University of Houston, East Carolina University and Tulane Uni-
vers{t}y. I would like to stress two points as they relate to the football program at
the University of Louisville and Conference USA assuming that the bowls will con-
tinue to be the format used for post-season Division I-A football.

1. GUARANTEED ACCESS TO BOWL GAMES

Post-season competition should allow the ‘opportunity for all I-A Conferences to
participate at every level of the bowl system based upon team performance.

(A) Window of Opportunity

The University of Louisville and Conference USA seek access to the Alliance
Bowls based on performance on the playing field against quality opponents by
means of a guaranteed conference tie-in, or some other form of reasonable access,
without an automatic tie-in, or some other form of reasonable access. Conference
USA teams may be denied the opportunity to play for the national championship.
My coaches, players and all of our fans and alumni who support our team have a
shared vision and dream of winning this championship. We also dream of having
the opportunity, through competition, to earn the rewards of participating in the
top-tier games. Bowl arrarigements that prevent this opportunity are unfair.

uisville’s 1997 schedule includes opponents from many of the “privileged” con-
ferences in Division I-A football; Kentucky (SEC), Illinois and Penn State ig Ten)
and Oklahoma (Big 12) along with a very competitive Conference USA schedule. At
the end of the season if the University of Louisville is undefeated at 11-0 and if
we have won the Conference USA Championship we would be proud to represent
the Conference USA in the St. Jude Liberty Bowl, but at the same time we want
the opportunity to access the national championship and that requires access
through the Alliance.

(B) Financial Rewards

In addition to its highly valued commitment to the St. Jude Liberty Bowl, Con-
ference USA teams should have the opportuniAtf' for each athletic department to
maximize its financial return associated with Alliance access. To deny access im-
pacts every student-athlete, man or woman, at each of these institutions. It also has
a negative impact on all areas of the football program as well as the entire athletic
department. We could be disadvantaged in attracting the top caliber student-ath-
letes to our football program which then results in a decline in fan interest, loss
of ticket revenues, television opportunities, parking, concessions, royalty incomes
and a decrease in fund-raising opportunities. ’

Our athletic programs at U ofp I? are mandated to operate on a self-sufficient basis.
We currently have a $70 million football stadium under construction which gives us
the potential through new football revenues to continue to provide scholarships and
support services and to meet Bgender equity requirements in the future. If we cannot
earn access to the Alliance Bowls we may not be able to continue to support our
athletic programs at its present level.

During the 1996 football season, East Carolina University defeated Big East Con-
ference member the University of Miami 31-6. Both teams finished their season
with a 8-3 record. The University of Miami went to the Carquest Bowl because of
the Big East Conference tie-ins. Despite its 8-3 record and a convincing win over
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Miami, East Carolina University was not invited to participated in a bowl game, nor
was the University of Southern Mississippi with an identical 8-3 record.

(C) C-USA is a Major Athletic Conference

Conference USA has quickly established itself among the major athletic con-
ferences in the nation (see attached Quick Facts). It has also made a commitment
to schedule the highest level of national competition available. During the 1997 sea-
gon alone. C—USA teams will play Alliance schools such as Alabama! Mississippi
State, West Virginia, Michigan State. Syracuse, Boston College, UCLA, Tennessee,
Nort.}lx‘1 lCaz;:lma tate, [llinois. Penn State, Oklahoma and defending national cham-
pion Florida.

There is no reason that this league should not be considered equal with any other
conference in the nation. .

Here is a partial list of Conference USA’s non-conference football games this sea-
son. )

August 28
Tulsa at Cincinnati

August 30
Houston at Alabama
Louisville at Kentucky
Mentnghis at Mississippi State
Southern Miss at Florida
September 6

East Carolina at West Virginia
California at Houston

Utah at Louisville

Southern Miss at Illinois

September 13

Wake Forest at East Carolina
. Pittsburgh at Houston

Illinois at Louisville

Memphis at Michigan State

Rice at Temple

September 20

Kansas at Cincinnati

South Carolina at East Carolina

Penn State at Louisville

Minnesota at Memphis

Tulane at Syracuse

September 27
Cincinnati at Boston College
Houston at Minnesota
Louisville at Oklahoma
Southern Miss at Alabama
October 4 )
East Carolina at Syracuse
Houston at UCLA
November 8
Southern Miss. At Tennessee

November 15
Mississippi at Tulane
November 22
East Carolina at North Carolina State

C-USA vs. the Conferences

8 games vs. SEC

6 games vs. Big Ten
4 games vs. Big East
3 games vs.

2 games vs. ACC

2 games vs. Big 12
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2 games vs. Pac-10
2. STRENGTHEN THE ENTIRE BOWL SYSTEM

Most of the publici%’ surrounding the Alliance has centered on antitrust and ac-
cess issues. ] want to highlight another problem which is the issue of access to bowls
at all levels for Conference USA necessary to rectify the kind of injustice that oc-
.curred last year when the University of Southern Mississippi and East Carolina
University were both 8-3 and did not go to a bowl.'As we examine the bowl system
it is important to strengthen all the bowls, not just the Alliance Bowls, to provide
a system of access that rewards the deserving gh yers with the opi)ortumty to com-
ggte in major post-season football competition. The Alliance can he g strengthen the
wl system from top to bottom resulting in quality regional bowl match-ups,
greater bowl payouts and more equitable access for teams from Conference USA.

e current system is creating a steadily increasing financial gap between bowls.
Several bowl games pay participants in excess of $8 million while some bowl games
pay less than $1 milgon per team. The top to bottom strengthening of bowls includ-
1ng some distribution of mone&will serve to enhance a larger number of intercolle-

iate athletic programs and, thus, help enhance the opportunities and experiences
?or thousands of male and female student-athletes.
Below is a chart depicting the conferences and their guaranteed bowl tie ins:

Conferance ’ Number of Guaranteed Bowls

Big 12 Alliance and 5 bowls

SEC Alliance and 4 bowls

Big 10 Alliance and 4 bowls

Pac 10 Altiance and 3 bowls

ACC Afliance and 3 bowls

Big East Alliance and 3 bowls

WAC 3 bowls

Conference USA 1 bowl

CONCLUSION

Thank you for inviting me and for the o g;rtunity to discuss the University of
Louisville, Conference USA and the future of Division I-A post-season football. I am
confident that if we work together we can make the bowl system work for all of us.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Richardson.

STATEMENT OF WALLY RICHARDSON

Mr. RICHARDSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the
subcommittee. Good afternoon. My name is Wally Richardson and
I am a December graduate of Penn State University with a bach-
elor’s degree in administration of justice. '

I ﬁrew up in Sumter, SC, where I was the quarterback at Sumter
High School. I entered Penn State in September 1992 on an ath-
letic scholarship. I selected Penn State from among several univer- -
sities that had an interest in me because I wanted the chance to

lay on a national championship football team. I was aware that
oach Joe Paterno had coached two teams that won national cham-
K}OHShiPS and several others that were considered worthy of the

o. 1 ranking. I also knew that Penn State offered me the oppor-
tunity for a quality academic experience, which was important to
me and my family. : :

After getting into several games as a freshman, I took a red shirt
season as a sophomore, then played 3 years, the last two as the
starting quarterback. My athletic experience included trips to five
different bowl %ames— e Blockbuster Bowl in 1993, the Citrus
Bowl in 1994, the Rose Bowl in 1995, the Outback Bowl in 1996,
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and the Fiesta Bowl this past January 1. I enjoyed each of my bowl
experiences and always considered a post-season invitation as a re-
ward for the hard work my teammates and I devoted to achieving
the kind of record that made us attractive to the bowl representa-
tives.

I never had the opportunity to play for a national championship,
"although in 1994 Ip was a member of a team that finished
undefeated, won the Big 10 Conference title, and defeated the Pa-
cific 10 Conference champion, Oregon, in the Rose Bowl. The na-
tional polls awarded the championship to a Nebraska team that
also finished the season without a loss and beat Miami in the Or-
ange Bowl. We never had the chance to play Nebraska because of
the Big 10’s tie to the Rose Bowl and the Big 8’s obligation to the
Orange Bowl. There was no way for No. 1 to play No. 2.

As someone who has felt firsthand the disapfointment of being
good enough, but not having the chance to settle the issue on the
field where it should be settled, I consider the College Football
Bowl Alliance a step in the right direction. Had such a system been
in place in 1995 and the Big 10 been a participant, as it will be
in 1999, Penn State and Nebraska would have met in a champion-
ship game and the matter of who was No. 1 would have been re-
solved once and for all.

The Bowl Alliance isn’t perfect, but I consider it the best alter-
native to’'a playoff system. I think if you poll most college football
players, they will favor some sort of playoff. It doesn’t appear,
though, that a playoff is on the immediate horizon, making the
Bowl Alliance our best hope for a one-versus-two game.

I have been asked how it would feel to be in the shoes of a
Brigham Young or Wyoming football player following the 1996 sea-
son. I was in a similar position in 1994, so I know the feeling. We
don’t always get what we believe we are entitled to because life
isn't always fair. That is a hard lesson to learn, but a valuable one,
in footballyor in a profession.

Penn State got to an Alliance bowl last year and Brigham Young
did not. I felt strongly that our team was worthy of playing in the
Alliance and would have been very disappointed had we been
passed over. My teammates and I worked hard all year, losing only
twice in a dozen regular season games against a rugged Big 10
schedule, and we deserved a place.

There presently is no perfect system for picking the No. 1 college
football team in America. The national polls certainly aren’t an
ideal method. Without a true playoff, I think the Bowl Alliance is
the best answer available to us.

Thank you for providing me with an opportunity to share my
i)pinions and for your consideration of the fgelings of student-ath-
etes. .

- Senator DEWINE. Mr. Richardson, thank you very much.

Mr. Peace.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD PEACE

Mr. PEACE. Thank you. Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee, at the end of the 1996 football season our Wyoming
Cowboys finished with one of the best records in the country. With
a regular season record of 10 wins and only one loss, the Cowboys
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were the first Western Athletic Conference team to capture a Pa-
cific Division title.

Heading into the Western Athletic Conference championship
game, there were rumors that if we did not beat fifth-ranked
Brigham Young, we would not be invited to a post-season bowl. We
felt that if we competed the way we had all year, we would prove
our merit as a team. We ended up losing the game by an overtime
field goal, but we felt like we earned the right to a post-season ap-
pearance. Those positioned in the bowl selection committees, how-
ever, did not agree.

When the bowl invitations were issued for the 1996 season, the
University of Wyoming was systematically eliminated from play,
citing low season attendance as the factor. Considering the fact -
that we had a higher winning percentage than three-quarters of
the teams in post-season play, and were the only nationally ranked
team that did not receive an invitation to a bowl, although 13
unranked teams did, we feel immediate changes are absolutely nec-
essary.

The bowl system was originally established as a reward for the
teams that finished the season with the best records. However,
somewhere along the line, the focus shifted from rewarding suc-
cessful teams to lining the pockets of successful corporations. Inter-
est was taken away from the student-athletes who dedicated them-
selves to excellence and focused toward the marketability of pro-
grams that make the most money.

Located in a State that is populated by less than 500,000 people,
there is little we can do to increase the attendance at Wyoming
football games. What we can control, however, is our performance
on the field of play. Our football team worked very hard all year
long and was ultimately punished for having a low fan base. Al-
though there is nothing we can do about this last season, some-
thing must be done to ensure no other programs are mistreated in
this manner in the future.

Wyoming’s snub from post-season play was an indirect result of
another impropriety in the Western Athletic Conference. The BYU,
Cougars were not invited to participate in one of the Alliance bowls
even though they had earned the right to be there. The alliance
was ‘established to match the top teams in the Nation in an at-
tempt to better determine the national champion.

Instead of having the fifth-ranked team in the Nation playing in
one of these games, lower-ranked teams were taken on an at-large
basis. The BYU Cougars were left out of the championship bowls
because certain conferences were given automatic berths while oth-
ers were not. In fact, the University of Texas, which received an
automatic bid to an Alliance bowl as the Big 12 Conference cham-
pion, was ranked No. 23 in the final poll both by the national
media and by the college coaches, while Wyoming was ranked 22nd
in both of these polls.

The WAC was ignored by the Bowl Alliance because it is a con-
ference that seldom receives the respect that it deserves. The Alli-
ance set their criteria for any non-Alliance school to play in one of
their bowls. BYU met that criteria and was still left out. This fact,
and the fact that Wyoming did not receive any bowl invitations at
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all, demonstrates the blatantly unfair and unequal treatment re-
ceived by the Western Athletic Conference.

The biggest injustice, however, was not to the Unlver81ty of Wyo-
-ming or to the Western Athletic Conference, but to my senior class
of 1996. Even though the whole team was left out by the Alliance,
the seniors, including myself, will never have another chance to

“play in a bowl game. It is widely believed in college football that
you are only as good as your senior class, and the Wyoming class
of 1996 was one of the best in school history.

When I think of some of the things that we have accomphshed
this year—the longest winning streak in the Nation at 12 games,
the winner of the Biletnikoff Award, three All-Americans, two aca-
demic All-Americans, and the first-ever Western Athletic Con-
ference Pacific Division championship—I am even more convinced
that the Wyoming Cowboys senior class deserved a chance to play
in the post-season.

Every Saturday, we left our hearts on the field and our souls in
the hands of our classmates as we persevered through an ex-
tremely emotional season. We played football not for ourselves and
not for our coaches, but for each other. Unfortunately, we were
robbed of the opportunity to wear the Wyoming brown and gold one
final time because some corporation did not feel that we were mar-
ketable enough. The current bowl system took away not only part
ofl' oug season, but part of our lives, a part that can never be re-
placed.

Although nothing can be done to change what happened this
year, it is imperative that something be done to ensure fair and eq-
uitable access to championship opportunities for all NCAA schools
in the future. Teams should be invited to play in the post-season
on merit and nothing else. The NCAA is an or%anlzatlon that pro-
motes fairness and the pursuit of excellence by all participating
student-athletes. We at the University of Wyoming, especially our’
seniors, hope that you do what is necessary to make sure that fair-
ness and the pursuit of excellence is maintained for all student-ath-
letes, regardless of race, gender, sport, school, division, or con-
ference.

Thank you.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Peace, thank you very much.

Mr. Kramer.

STATEMENT OF ROY F. KRAMER

Mr. KRAMER. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
my name is Roy Kramer. I am the commissioner of the Southeast-
ern Conference, and prior to that for approximately 12 years I was
the athletic director at Vanderbilt University. Prior to that, for 13
years I was the head football coach at Central Michigan Umver31ty,
a member of the Mid-American Conference, and prior to that for
12 years I was a high school football coach. For more than 40
years, my life has been a part of interscholastic and intercollegiate
football. I speak to you today not from notes and not from charts
and not from statistics, but from the heart for what is good for col-
lege football.

efore the formation of the bowl coalition and the Alliance, the
selection process for the bowls was a chaotic, disorganized mess.
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We often had teams selected in mid-October who later lost three
of their last four games. At times, maybe even in my part of the
“country, a team made an arrangement before the season ever start-
- ed because they happened to have a power coach. Rarely did that
old system provide us an opportunity for a national championship.
In fact, only 9 times in 45 years were we ever able to put together
the No. 1 versus the No. 2 team in the Nation.

In contrast, the coalition, and now the Alliance, have given us a
one-two match-up three of the last 5 years, failing only twice, and
the only reason it failed in those 2 years was because the Pac-10,
the Big 10, and the Rose Bowl were not a part of the agreement.
As my fellow witness, Mr. Richardson, has alluded to, in 1994 Penn
State was No. 2 and did not have that opportunity. And, of course,
last year Arizona State was No. 2 and did not have that oppor-
tunity. '

The change with the new Alliance will end that difficulty, and for
the first time the Rose Bowl, but far more importantly, the cham-
pion of the Pac-10 and the Big 10, will be available to play for a
national championship game. This is what the fans of college foot-
ball have asked for all through the years, and now for the first
time in the history of all of the bowl arrangements and all of the
issues that have faced college football, that arrangement is there.

That is a far cry from 1984, when Brigham Young was ranked
No. 1 in the country and played in the Holiday Bowl against an
unranked 6-5 Michigan team. Today, if Brigham Young were.
ranked No. 1 or No. 2 in the country, they would play in the Sugar
Bowl or the Orange Bowl or the Fiesta Bowl, or perhaps in the
year 2002 in the Rose Bowl.

For the first time in college football history, we have opened the
bowl agreements more so than they have ever been in history, and
in so doing we have elevated the possibility of excitement in college
football, but at the same time doing it within the framework of the
bowl system which is so important to maintain for all of our col-
leges across the country, an atmosphere that hopefully under this
Alliance we can continue to expand, as we are right now, adding
two more bowl games; in fact, an additional opportunity for com-
petition for the WAC Conference next year as a result of pushing -
forward in every area we can to improve college football, and that
is what we are about.

The other issue at hand today is the fact that there are guaran-
teed slots in this Alliance. We have heard much about that today—
the guaranteed slots for the ACC, the Big East, the Southeastern
Conference, and the Big 12. But to understand this arrangement,
you have to understand it wasn’t put together in a vacuum. It was
put together in the context of the long, traditional agreements of
the major bowls.

The Southeastern Conference, as Senator Sessions has stated,
has had a long-term agreement with the Sugar Bowl. The South-
eastern Conference would not give up the Sugar Bowl without
some kind of a guarantee that they had an opportunity to partici-
pate in a major bowl. This agreement would not be in place if the
Pac-10 and the Big 10, perhaps more so than anybody else, is giv-
ing up that opportunity to occasionally not play in the Rose Bowl
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for the first time in 50 years. We have to understand the atmos-
phere in which it was created, not how it was created.

Is the Alliance system perfect? Oh, no. No system ever put to-
gether by human beings, even members of the U.S. Senate, is per-
fect. Can it be changed? Certainly. Can it be evaluated? Certainly.
That is what we are about in intercollegiate athletics. We work at
it. We will attempt to improve it.

Today, in the hands of the WAC Conference and Conference USA
is a proposal to guarantee them access if they are ranked in the
top six teams in the Nation. For the first time in history, those con-
ferences, recently realigned and recently formed, will have an op-
portunity to play their way into the Rose Bowl, to the Sugar Bowl,
to the Orange gowl, and that has never happened in the history
of college football.

In adgdition to that, we will supplement each of those conferences
with a revenue participation fee equal to an amount greater than
what they receive from the bowl they regularly have an agreement
with today. In addition to that, the Alliance wants to move forward
and help not just a limited number of Division I-A schools, but all
of Division I, including I-AA, for we believe it is important for the
survival of college football that we make a financial commitment
to the conferences represented by a Grambling or a Western Caro-
lina or Montana, for that is what college football should be about.

I am here to say that we have worked very diligently to put to-
gether a plan, a plan that I will tell you I believe strongly with all
my heart is improved, not perfect, better for the fans, better for the
public, and most of all better for the young student-athletes who
play the game. .

Thank you very much. ‘

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Kramer, thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Kramer follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROY F. KRAMER

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: My name is Roy Kramer, and
I am Commissioner of the Southeastern Conference and have served in that capac-
ity since 1990. Before that I was athletic director at Vanderbilt University in Nash-
ville for about 11 years, and prior to that I served as head football coach at Central
Michigan University. I have been fortunate, Mr. Chairman, to spend much of my
?rofessional life in and around college football. As a representative of one of the con-
erences that have put the Bowl Alhance together, let me say that I appreciate the
chance to discuss the benefits of the Alliance arrangement with you and welcome
this opportunity to provide not only information concerning this arrangement but
also an historical perspective of the bowls in general and the very important role
they plaK in college football todaﬁ.

Mr. Chairman, each of the college football bowl games that exists today is spon-

 sored by an independent entity and basically managed by a bowl committee that

often works in conjunction with the Chamber of Commerce or Convention and Tour-
ist Bureau or both in the local community hosting the game. While the bowls were
created to provide postseason opportunities for teams in college football, they were
also designed to provide an economic boost to the host communities at a time of the
year—roughly between Christmas Day and the beginning of the New Year or a cou-
ple of d%s thereafter—when business was generally very slow.

Over the years as the bowl system developed, certain of the older bowls that tradi-
tionally played on New Year's Day deveroped very close ties with certain con-
ferences. Perhaps the most well-known is the Rose Bowl, the “Granddaddy” of all
of the college football bowl games, and its relationship with the Big Ten and Pacific-
10 conferences. Since the end of World War II, those two conferences have had
agreements for their respective champions to Ellay in the Rose Bowl on New Year’s
Day. Other bowl games had similar relationships with particular conferences. The
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Southwest Conference, which is no longer in existence, for years sent its champion
to the Cotton Bowl in Dallas. The Big Eight Conference, which is now known as
the Big 12, had an agreement with the Orange Bowl for its champion to host that
game, and my own conference, the Southeastern Conference, for many years had an
agreement to send its champion annually to the Sugar Bowl in New Orleans. With
the exception of the Rose Bowl, each of these bowls had one open slot available to
be filled by any team eligible to participate in a bowl game.

Until the early 1990s, however, the selection process by which these bowls chose
teams to match up against their affiliated conference champions was totally disorga-
nized and in many cases resulted in almost a chaotic situation. In addition, these
bowls also competed with several other bowl games for teams to fill their vacant
slots. In order for all of the bowls to be competitive, each became very aggressive
in attempting to attract teams to their various locations. As a result, we often found
teams being selected to play in certain bowls very early in the season, and in some
cases as early as mid-October. In fact, in some situations depending on the notoriety
of a particular coach and the historical attractiveness of a particular team, informal
arrangements may have been made as early as the beginning of a season. This se-
lection process sometimes resulted in very poor matchups and in teams participat-
ing in historically attractive bowl 5lames despite relativetlﬁ mediocre records. More-
over, this system rarely matched the top two teams in the nation against one an-
other in the last game of the season.

Three factors be%an to alter that scenario in the early 1990s. First, the Orange,
Sugar, and Cotton Bowls, along with the Fiesta Bowl, began to discuss among them-
selves a possible format that would at least delay the selection process until the end
of the season, thus creating more competitive matchups between deserving teams
ggdlincreasing the possibility of a pairing between the two top-ranked teams in a

wl game.

Second, at almost the same time, a new bowl in southern Florida, the Blockbuster
Bowl, offered the newly created Big East Football Conference and the Atlantic Coast
Conference very signigcant payouts to send their respective champions to that bowl
game each year. In fact, the payments offered by the Blockbuster Bow] were signifi-
cantly 'sher than the payments being made at that particular time by the Sugar,
Orange, Cotton and Fiesta Bowls to their participating teams.

Third, most of the major independent teams that had often been selected to J)lay
in the major New Year's Day bowl games and that had consistentlg' competed for
the national championship decided to join various conferences. Penn State joined the
Big Ten. Syracuse, Miami, Boston College, West Virginia and several others became
members of the newly formed Big East Conference. Florida State, a loxég-time na-
tional power as an independent, became a member of the Atlantic Coast Conference.
The result was that the bowls, particularly those that had affiliation arrangements
with certain conferences, no longer had a large group of powerful independent teams
from which to fill their open slots.

For a number of years, the conference/bowl affiliation agreements had prevented
certain conference champions from playing against one another in bowl games. With
the disappearance of a number of the traditionally most powerful independent
teams, it became clear that each of the conference champions contractually commit-
ted to play in certain bowl games would be relegated to playing against second-place
teams in other conferences or perhaps, in certain years, against Notre Dame, which
was the only remainin indegendent in the nation that had consistently appeared
in one of the traditional New Year’s Day bowl games.

As a result of all of these developments, four of the major New Year's Day bowl
games, the Orange, Sufar, Cotton, and Fiesta Bowls, and several conferences

ormed the original Bowl Coalition. Under this slan, the Orange Bowl, the Sugar
Bowl, and the Cotton Bowl continued to be hosted by their respective affiliated con-
ference champions, while the Fiesta Bowl had two open slots. These four bowls
agreed to select teams in order and to fill their open slots from among the cham-
pions of the Big East and the ACC, Notre Dame, and additional teams that were
attractive and had completed their seasons with exceptional records. As previously
mentioned, the aim was to create more competitive matchups and, whenever pos-
sible, a game between the top two teams in the nation. :

Obviously this system was imperfect. If the Big Eight champion were ranked
No. 1 in the country and the Southeastern Conference chamgion were ranked No.
2, the existing conference affiliation agreements with certain bowls prevented those
teams from playing against one another. The Big Eight champion was still obligated
to play in the Orange Bowl, and the Southeastern Conference champion was still
obliga to play in the Sugar Bowl. Despite its flaws, however, the Coalition did
produce national championship games between Miami of the Big East and Alabama
of the Southeastern Conference after the 1992 season and between Florida State of
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the ACC and Nebraska of the Big EiEht following the 1993 season. It also greatly
enhanced public interest in the bowls both years.

As I mentioned, it was evident from the beginning of the Coalition arrangement
that this plan could never guarantee a national championship game eveﬁ year be-
cause of the existing conference/bowl affiliation agreements. However, of those
existing agreements, except the Big Ten and Pac-10 contracts with the Rose Bowl
expired at the end of the 1994 season. At that time, the commissioners of several
conferences, having seen the success of the Coalition, began to discuss whether
there was a way of building on the benefits of that arrangement while simulta-
neously enhancing the possibility of an annual matchup between the top two teams
in the nation. The result of those discussions was the formation of the Bowl Alli-
ance, which began play after the 1995 football season.

Under the Alliance, the Southeastern Conference and the Big Eight Conference
(which has now become the Big 12) gave up their traditional host relationships with
the Sugar and Orange Bowls respectively. g‘his was a very difficult decision. For my
conference it was perhaps one of the most difficult decisions we have made since
I have been Commissioner because the Southeastern Conference had a very long-
standing, traditional relationship with the Sugar Bowl. That game is played in New
Orleans, which, geographically, is very close to many of the member institutions of
the Southeastern Conference and thus to a substantial portion of our alumni and
fan base. Moreover, historically, our teams had viewed the conference championship
race as a race for a Sugar Bowl berth. Having that as a goal enhanced our regular
season conference race tremendously and gave a (sipecial emphasis to our conference
championship game. Similar relationships had developed between the Big Eight
Conference anf the Orange Bowl and between the now disbanded Southwest Con-
ference and the Cotton Bowl.

In order for my conference and the Big Eight to give up their guaranteed host
relationships with their particular bowls, it was absolutely necessary to guarantee
their champions a slot in one of the Alliance bowls. I know from my dealings with
my own conference members that, had the Southeastern Conference champion not
been guaranteed a slot in one of the Alliance bowls, we simply would not have par-
ticipated in the arrangement. We were very happy with our relationship with the
Sugar Bowl but saw the Alliance as an opportunity to enhance substantially the
chance for matching the top two teams in the nation and thus to improve bot{n the
bowl system and college football generally. As difficult as it was for us to give up
our traditional relationship with the Sugar Bowl, we felt that we could do so be-
cause the new Alliance arrangement substantially increased the possibilit that our
champion could participate in a national championship game. Yet it was also imper-
ative that our champion have some comparable bow] opportunity similar to the one
we were s'iving up when it did not qualify to play in the national championship
game. Had no comparable opportunity been guaranteed to our conference champion,
the member institutions of my conference would have never authorized me to dis-
cuss inclusion of the Southeastern Conference in the Alliance. I am sure that the
members of the Big Eight had similar discussions when that conference agreed to
give up its traditional relationship with the Orange Bowl.

The Alliance arrangement also provides guaranteed bowl slots to the champions
of the ACC and the Big East Conference. Those conferences had earlier given u
a very attractive offer from the Blockbuster Bowl to participate in the Bowl Coali-
tion. That decision in no small measure contributed to the success of the Coalition,
since the ACC and Big East chan;fions each competed for the national chamgion-
ship in the two years that the Coalition was able to put together a national cham-
pionship game. It was quite clear that any effort to put together a national cham-
pionship game on a regular basis would necessitate the participation of those two
conferences, and it was equally clear, as the Blockbuster Bowl offer demonstrated,
that each of those conferences could independently obtain very attractive affiliation
agreements with particular bowls. Since these conferences also had to forego such
attractive bowl slots for their chamxiﬁns, it was necessary to provide their cham-
pions guaranteed slots in one of the Alliance bowls in order to obtain their participa-
tion in the arrangement and thus further enhance the possibility of a national
championship game.

The Big Ten and Pac-10 also agreed to participate in the Alliance arrangement
but could not commit their chamgions because those teams were contractually com-
mitted to play in the Rose Bowl. They did agree, however, to make their other bowl-
eligible teams available for selection by one of the Alliance bowls. Notre Dame like-
wise made itself available.

The conferences that participated in forming the Alliance arrangement ultimately
invited all of the NCAA-certified bowl games to submit bids to be a part of the ar-
rangement. After receiving nine bids from various bowls, the Alliance conferences
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eventually accepted the t‘ﬂr:;:il{)osals of the Oranﬁe, Sugar, and Fiesta Bowls and en-
tered into a contract wi ose particular bowl committees. Under the Alliance ar-

" rangement, each of these three bowls selects teams in order. One bowl has the first

two team selections, another bowl has the third and fifth selections, and the remain-
ing bowl has the fourth and six selections. Selection order rotates among the three
participating bowls. Of the six slots available in these three bowl games, four are

aranteed to the champions of the ACC, Big East, Big 12, and Southeastern Con-

erences. The remaining two slots are open and can be filled by any bowl-eligible

Division I-A football team that meets certain criteria. These at-large teams are cho-
sen solely by the bowls. However, if any at-large team is ranked either No. 1 or
No. 2 in the nation, it is guaranteed a slot in the national championship game.

Again, when the Alliance was formed, all parties realized that it could not guaran-
tee a national championship game every year because both the Big Ten and Pac-
10 champions remained committed to the Rose Bowl and thus were not available
to an ance bowl if ranked No. 1 or No. 2. Nevertheless, despite their imperfec-
tions, both the Coalition and the Alliance have delivered on their promise to produce
national championship games. In the last five years, these agreements have pro-
duced three such games: Alabama vs. Miami r the 1992 season; Florida State
vs. Nebraska after the 1993 season; and Florida vs. Nebraska after the 1995 season.
This latter game is particularly noteworthy because, without the Alliance arrange-
ment, that qame cougd not have been played under any previous bowl system exist-
ing in the last two decades. Florida, as the Southeastern Conference champion,
would have been committed to play in the Sugar Bowl, and Nebraska, as the Big
Eight (now Big 12) champion, would have been committed to play in the Orange
Bowl. In the remaining two years, a national championship game was not possible
because, in both cases, the No. 2 team in the nation was either the Big Ten cham-
pion or Pacific-10 champion and thus committed to the Rose Bowl. Nonetheless, this
record of creating national championship games was a substantial improvement
over the prior bowl system. Before formation of the Coalition, the bow] system had
matched the top two teams against one another only nine times in 45 years.

This lengthy history is important, Mr. Chairman, because it explains how we got
to where we are today. The Alliance arrangement and the efforts to create a na-
tional championship game were not created in a vacuum but instead grew out of
a long history of close relationships between particular conferences an particular
bowls. Those relationships account for the current structure of the Alliance and the
guaranteed slots to certain conferences who have Eiven up longstanding and tradi-
tional relationships or chosen not to enter into suc arrangements in order to make
the Alliance and its benefits possible.

As I have already noted, when the current Alliance agreement was initiall
formed, it was evident to the fans, to the media and to everyone concerned with col-
lege football that such a plan could not guarantee a match up between the two best
teams in the nation at the end of the year. The champion of the Pacific-10 Con-
ference and the champion the Big-Ten Conference were still not able to participate
in this arrangement because of their long standing and traditional agreements with
the Pasadena Tournament of Roses Association to play in the Rose Bowl.

About a l?l'ear and a half ago, the Commissioners of these conferences along with
ABC, who has the telecasting rights to the Rose Bowl until sometime after the turn
of the century, entered into discussions about the possibility of integrating the Rose
Bowl into the Alliance arrangement and thus creating a true opportunity for the
No. 1 team and the No. 2 team in the nation to plt:j; in one bowl game at the end
of every season. This was an enormous change in the tradition of college football.
The Rose Bowl has, for more than 50 years, paired the Pac-10 and Big Ten cham-
pions against one another at 5:00 p.m.”Eastern time on New Years’ Day. However,
the fact that, in 1994, Nebraska was ranked No. 1 and Penn State No. 2 and could
not play because of the contractual obligations of their respective conferences
heightened the interest in putting together a new arrangement. The results of last
season, in which Florida State finished the season ranked No. 1 and Arizona State
ranked No. 2, only further magnified the need for some type of arrangement involv-
ing the Rose Bowl if a true national championship game were to take place on an
annual basis. Accordingly, a new Alliance arrangement will begin following the 1998
football season. .

This new arrangement will include the Rose Bowl and three other bowls to be de-
termined. The four ¢onferences with guaranteed slots in the current Alliance ar-
rangement will have guaranteed slots in the new arrangement. Again, such slots are
necessary because of the significant and traditional reﬁationships these conferences
have given up or otherwise foregone in order to make the Alliance arrangement pos-
sible. The Big Ten and Pac-10 champions will still play annually in the Rose Bowl
unless one or both of them are ranked among the top two teams in the nation. In

l{llC 41

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



E

Q

RIC " 42 ©

37

that case, if the Rose Bowl is not scheduled to host the national championship game,
the Big Ten and Pac-10 have agreed to send their champions to play in the national
championship fame, instead of the Rose Bowl. Furthermore, the Big Ten and Pac-
10 have agreed that the Rose Bowl will host a national championship game in Janu-
ary 2002 and will pair the two top-ranked teams regardless of conference affiliation.
Thus, for the first time in more than a half century, the Rose Bowl will be open
to teams outside the Big Ten and Pac-10 conferences. This is an enormously signifi-
cant change for college football. .

In addition to the six slots committed to certain conference champions, the two
remainin? bowl slots will still be open and can be filled by at-large teams from any
Division I-A institution chosen by one of the bowls to play in its game. As is the
case with the current Alliance arrangement, any at-large team that is ranked either
No. 1 or No. 2 will be guaranteed a slot in the nation chamtgionship game regard-
less of conference affiliation. The Alliance members believe that maintaining these
two open slots is critical so that Notre Dame and other highly-ranked independent
teams or teams from other conferences can compete for Aﬁiance bowl slots and be
available to the Alliance Bowls and to the championship game itself.

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that those of us involved with the Alliance arrange-
ment believe that it has strengthened the bowl system, which has been very good
for college football, while at the same time substantially increasing the likelihood
of a national championshigl ame for the fans.

In that regard, I would like to speak just briefly about the importance of the bowl
system to college football and the benefits it provides when compared with an NFL-
style playoff. Those of us who have been around the game for a long time are emi-
nently aware of the importance of the bowl system as a whole, not just the bowl
hosting the one-two game or those bowl izzmes that are played on New Year’s Day
between conference champions or other highly regarded teams. All eighteen (and
soon to be twenty) bowls across the country are important to college football. I often
hear from the media and perhaps on radio talk shows that there are too man
bowls. I have yet to talk to a student-athlete, a coach, or an institution that partici-

ated in one of these bowls that thought there were too many of these games.
ther the usual criticism is that there are not enough bowls because certain teams
did not have an opYortunity to participate. In my opinion, it is enormously impor-
tant to maintain all of the bowl games for the good of college football. In my con-
ference, the opportunity to plaﬁ' in a bowl is critical for a Kentucky, a Vanderbilt,
a Mississippi or other teams who may not compete for the conference championshi
every year but who occasionally turn out relatively successful teams. It is critica
for them to have postseason opportunities as a reward for the achievement of their
student-athletes. That same story is true in all other conferences across the country.

At-the same time, there is great interest among the public for some finality to
the season with a champion crowned on the field. Thus, in my view, it is critical
that college football be able to create some type of a national championship game
and yet maintain as best we can the maximum number of opportunities for
postseason competition for all of the teams that participate in Division I-A football.

Today some 4,000 student-athletes have an opportunity to go to a bowl game and
experience that postseason excitement. Reducing that number with some type of

layoff system or other type of bowl arrangement would be very damaging to college
ootball as we know it today. Obviously, there are those who have argued for years
in the media and perhaps in the public that college football should have a playoff.
It is also most evident that a playoff would, at a maximum, involve eight teams.
The bowl system would be greatly threatened if the fan interest, television rights
fees and corporate sponsorships that currently support the bowls were shifted to the
playoffs. The result would be fewer teams participating in postseason play, fewer
student-athletes having postseason opportunities, and, in my view, college football

losing a great portion of its tradition and thus suffering in the long run. Therefore,

those of us who have been a part of this process over the course of the last eight
to ten years continue to be very concerned that we not damage the bowls, which
have been so good to college foo:gall for more than eight decades.

Is the Alliance system perfect? No. Are there changes that could be made in the
future? Perhaps. But I would emphasize that, for the first time in history, the major
bowls are open to every Division I-A football team in the country. In 1984 Brigham
Young finished the season ranked No. 1 in the country, but en?:ed up participating
in the Holiday Bowl against an unranked Michigan team with a 6-5 record. Under
the Alliance system that same Brigham Young team would now participate in the
national championshig game and perhaps even in the Rose Bowl. ’Fhere are ongoing
discussions that would open up the Alliance bowls even further to teams outside the
Alliance conferences who achieve certain rankings. I believe that could be a positive
arrangement to further provide bowl opportunities to all Division I-A teams.
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With the Alliance arrangement, for the first time in the history of college football,
all of the major conferences have come together under one umbrella to create a true
national championship game and to help preserve and strengthen the bowl system.
The Alliance also believes that it is important that, directly or indirectly, we rovide
a certain amount of financial backing for all of Division I football, including Division
I-AA teams that do not play in bowl games, in order to help assure that college
football will endure and continue to thrive into the 21st century at all levels.

We strongly believe that this Alliance, whatever its imperfections and despite the
criticisms, provides the best and most oFen opportunity for all Division I-A institu-
tions to play in the most attractive bowl games. In fact, based on the history of the
bowl games, we do not believe that point can seriously be disputed. At the same
time, the Alliance provides the fans and the public in ﬁeneral with the best oppor-
tunity yet for the two highest-ranked teams to play at the end of the year and settle
the national championship on the field. Those are substantial benefits for all parties
involved with the great game of college football and, in our view, amply justify the
Alliance arrangement.

Again, on behalf of all of the members of the Alliance, thank you for the oppor-
tunity to speak to you about these matters.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Benson.

STATEMENT OF KARL BENSON !

Mr. BENSON. Thank you. Good afternoon. My name is Karl Ben-
son. I am the commissioner of the Western Athletic Conference,
and today I speak on behalf of the 16 universities of the WAC, but
more importantly the 1,600 student-athletes who compete in the
sport of football in the WAC.

The WAC is a relatively young conference, founded in 1962, and
as you may know, expanded to 16 teams this past year to become
the Nation’s largest conference. Its 16 schools are located in nine
States, have a combined undergraduate enrollment of over 270,000,
and a combined alumni of over 1.5 million. '

As demographics change and the population shifts to the West,
the WAC is poised for the future and expects to be a prominent
player in the arena of intercollegiate athletics as we go into the
next century. However, the WAC believes strongly that being ex-
cluded from the College Football Bowl alliance has, and will, re-
strict its efforts to compete successfully in the marketplace.

During the summer of 1994, the WAC made attempts to become
a member of the Alliance. We did not seek the automatic berths or
revenue that the other six conferences received, only membership
status that would allow the WAC an opportunity to be part of the
club and benefit from the association of the Alliance and major col-
lege football. _

Last July, upon hearing of the proposed superalliance, the WAC
again made attempts to join the Alliance, but to no avail. Again,
the WAC was looking for only. membership status that would allow
its 16 members to be viewed by the media and the public as part
of the Alliance and part of that major college football brand. Many
WAC coaches and administrators believe this exclusion was and
still is a concerted effort by the Alliance to relegate the WAC to
second-class status and effectively force the WAC out of the mar-
ketplace.

The WAC was led to believe that it could play its way into one
of the Alliance bowls if one of its teams had an outstanding season.
The two at-large berths were supposedly a way to open the market-
place to those non-Alliance confgrences. The 1996 Bowl Alliance
Media Guide states, “enables those bowls the flexibility to choose
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the absolute best match-ups from the available pool of eligible
teams.” Nowhere does it say that the teams are selected based on
the economic impact they may have on the community or tradition
or television ratings. ' :

The 1996 season proved to be very successful for the WAC, with
both BYU and Wyoming ranked in the top 15 at one time, and as
the season came to an end it appeared that BYU was headed for
one of those Alliance bowls. Finishing the season, as we have said,
with a record-breaking 13 wins and ranked No. 5 in both polls, it
certainly seemed reasonable that a BYU-versus whatever other
team would be considered as a one of those absolute best match-
ups that the Alliance wanted to create.

But on December 8, the WAC and many college football fans
throughout the country found out and realized that those sought-
after and lucrative at-large berths perhaps were only reserved for
the members of the club. The Fiesta Bowl or perhaps the Orange
Bowl was going to disappoint one conference on December 8. Would
it be the Big 12 or the Big 10, two of the conferences who were cur-
rently partners with and who would determine whether those
bowls continued to be part of the Alliance, or the WAC? Unfortu-
nately for the WAC, they chose. -

This past year, the four Alliance bowls distributed over $65 mil-
lion to the six conferences, $16 million each to the two conferences,
the Big 10 and the Big 12, who received those two at-large berths.
Following the 1998 season, it is expected that nearly $100 million
will be distributed from the four bowls, with each of the six con-
ferences guaranteed a minimum of $12 million.

As we have said, these are big stakes and this is big business.
The. WAC cannot afford for the financial disparity that currently
exists between the haves and have-nots to escalate even more
under this closed marketplace system. The Alliance and post-sea-
son football is flawed. The WAC desires a system that allows its
student-athletes the same opportunities as other conferences to
compete, a system that allows WAC schools a fair chance to com-
pete for the enormous revenues that have been created.

There has to be a better way to operate post-season football. I
think the WAC would also agree that this may not be the right
place to make the change, but someone needs to step forward and
help us fix post-season college football so that the WAC and college
football can grow and prosper.

Thank you.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Benson, thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Benson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF KARL BENSON

Good afternoon. My name is Karl Benson and I am the commissioner of the West-
ern Athletic Conference. I speak today on behalf of the 16 universities of the WAC
and specifically the 1600 student-athletes who compete in the sport of football in
the WAC. I also speak on behalf of Conference USA, and the Big West Conference
and Mid-American Conference—collective‘l)g speaking, the non-alliance conferences.

Beginning in late summer of 1994 the Ag made attempts to become a member
of the College Football Alliance and join the group of 62 colleges and universities
who have anointed themselves as “the group that comprises major college football”
in this country. We did not seek the automatic berth that the other six conferences
received; only membership status that would allow the WAC the opportunity to be
“part of the club” and benefit from the association with the Alliance. Unfortunately,
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that did not occur and the WAC played the 1995 season—the Alliance’s first year—
on the “outside,” knowing that its only chance to play in one of the lucrative bowl
games was to qualify for one of the at-large berths. The 1995 football campaign was
not highly successful for the WAC and none of its teams received any consideration
for the Alliance bowls, and rightfully so. .

In the summer of 1996, upon hearing of the proposed Super Alliance, the WAC
again made attempts to “join the club” but to no avail. ain, the WAC was only
looking for membership status that would allow its 16 members to be viewed by the
media and the public as part of the Alliance, and to provide its student-athletes
with the same participation opportunities as their counterparts in the other con-
ferences. Many WAC coaches and administrators believe this exclusion was a con-
certed effort by the Alliance to relegate the WAC to “second class” status by keeping
WAC coaches from recruiting the high profile student-athletes; and, by keeping the
WAC from being able to compete fairly for future TV rights and corporate contribu-

* tions in the market place.

The WAC was always made to believe that it could “play its waﬁinto one of the
Alliance bowls if one of its teams had an outstanding season. The two at-large
berths were su posedly created as a way to “open the market place” to the teams
from the non-alliance conferences. .

The 1996 Bowl Alliance media guide clearly states that it “enables those bowls
the flexibility to choose the absolute best matc -ups from the available pool of eligi-
ble teams.” It doesn’t say that teams are selected based on the economic impact they
may have on the community; although, there has been more recent Alliance mate-
rial that states the selections are made based in part on tradition, rankings and the
economic impact a certain team may have over another. -

The 1996 season groved to be very successful for the WAC, and as the season pro-
gressed, it appeared that BYU was headed for one of the Alliance Bowls. Finishirtlﬁ
the season with a record-breaking 13 wins and only one loss and ranked #5 in bo
polls, it certainly seemed reasonable that a BYU versus whomever, would be consid-
ered as one of those “absolute best match-ups” that the Alliance wanted to create.

But on December 8, the WAC and college football fans throughout the country
found out that those sought after at-large berths were only a dream, and appeared
that they were reserved onll}; for “members of the club.”

The WAC contends that had BYU been selected for the 1997 Fiesta Bowl, rather
than Penn State, the Phoenix community would have received similar economic im-
pact. The WAC also contends that TV ratings for the game would have been very
similar. But, what is more important, had BYU been selected, Sun Devil stadium
would have been filled on January 2 because the fans wanted to see the “best
’?‘mtch-up available” and last year that “match-up” should have been BYU versus

'exas.

The Fiesta Bowl, and perhaps the Oran%a Bowl, were going to disa&point one con-
ference on December 8 —would it be the ig 12 or Big 10, two of the conferences
that they were currently partners with and who would determine whether those
bowls continued to be part of the Super Alliance, or the WAC? I think we know the
answer.

The WAC recognizes that these six conferences have been responsible for the
growth and development of the Alliance bowls—Sugar, Orange, Fiesta and Rose and
consider them their “property.” Although, one must not forget that the Fiesta Bowl
was founded in 1971 with the WAC chamf)ion playing in its first nine games.

This past year, the four Alliance Bowls distributed nearly $64M to the six con-
ferences; $16M each to the two conferences (Biﬁl 10 and Big 12) who received the
at-large berths. In 1998, it is expected that $96M will be distributed from the four
bowls—an average of $16M per conference. These are big stakes and it appears only
available for members of the club. . :

The current bowl system is flawed. The WAC desires a system that allows its stu-
dent-athletes the same :ﬁportunities as other conferences to compete in post season
football; a system that allows WAC schools a fairer chance to compete for the reve-
nues generated by the Alliance bowls so that it’s member schools can fund their ath-
letic departments in a. way to continue to provide maximum participation opportuni-
ties to both men and women student-athletes. There has to be a better, and a fairer
way. .

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Dempsey.
STATEMENT OF CEDRIC W. DEMPSEY

Mr. DEMPSEY. Chairman DeWine, I am Cedric Dempsey, execu-
tive director of the NCAA. I have served in that post since January
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2, 1994. I am now completing my 47th year in intercollegiate ath-
letics. I have been a player, I have coached, I have been an athlet-
ics director, and now serve in the Association as its Executive Di-
rector.

I have provided you, Mr. Chair, a written statement and I ask
that that written statement be placed in the hearing record.

Senator DEWINE. That will be made a part of the record. In fact,
all the written statements that have been submitted will be part
of the record.

Mr. DEMPSEY. What I would like to do in the time I have is give
a little chronology and background of post-season football and
hopefully put some of the issues in perspective for you. As a former
historian, I think understanding the past is important to under-
standing how we might move forward in the future.

As indicated, the NCAA is an organization of 940 institutions
and about 300 other constituent groups that form a body of mem-
bership of 1,200. Its primary mission is to make sure that inter-
collegiate athletics is part of higher education and that the student-
athlete is an integral part of the student body.

I would have to take exception to Senator Bennett's comments
earlier. We are not a farm system in football for the NFL. If we
are, we are a pretty poor one, since only less than 1 percent of foot-
ball players in the collegiate scene go on to play in the NFL. We
‘have close to 30,000 youn%l people who are gaining a very valuable
educational experience in higher education and supplementing that
with an opportunity to learn more about themselves and to partici-
pate in an excellent game.

So I think that needs to be clearly stated that we are not a farm
system. That is not our purpose. The fact that we have a few ath-
letes who are able to go on and have a fine professional career is
certainly an add-on to some of the experiences that they have, but
that is not our main purpose.

Looking historically at intercollegiate athletics and football, in
particular, it is interesting to note that post-season football is older
than the NCAA. It was in 1894 that the first post-season football
game occurred. It was when Alonzo Stagg, when he was at the Uni-
versity of Chicago, invited the University of Notre Dame to come
to Chicago after the season was over and play in a post-season
game. In 1902, the Rose Bowl played its first game. So it has been
a long time since we first had our first post-season football game.

It was not until 1906 when, interestingly enough, President
Teddy Roosevelt asked that a special commission be formed to look
at the ills of college football. There were a number of injuries, a
number of deaths in that particular year, and his charge to a spe-
cial task force was to say if you cannot provide rules and regula-
tions to govern the game and make it a safer game, then we should
abolish the game of football. It was out of that context that the
NCAA was born and named in 1911 the National Collegiate Ath-
letic Association.

From that point until 1951, we had a continual display of post-
season football. It was interesting. Probably the largest number of
post-season games that we had occurred during the Depression
years. In about 1930, 1931, there were as many as 100 games after -
the season was over. That was for a very noble cause. That was to
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help people who were having difficulty with employment and cer-
tainly in terms of surviving during that period of years.

As the bowl system began to evolve, and it really began to evolve
then after that period of time; it was in 1951 that the NCAA mem-
~ bership decided to develop a certification process for the bowl sys-
tem. Recognizing the bowl system was already in place, it was not
ruling the bowl system. There were already private organizations
in different cities that had certain bowls already in place, so the
role of the NCAA has been one to certify those bowls to make sure
that it had, one, the welfare of the student-athlete in mind, and,
second, that it had the welfare of the institutions in mind so that
institutions would not be spending a great deal of money to go into
post-season athletics.

The third part of the bowl system was to see what the goals and
benefits of any kind of dollars that were derived from it, where it
would go. The Association since 1951 has monitored that practice
through a special events committee, and more recently a nine-per-
son Division I football committee that makes sure that the goals
are met by the certified bowls that we have.

So I think it is important to understand where we have come
from in order to understand where we ought to go, and it is with
that historical background that I think it is important to recog-
nize—many people have asked, why isn’t the NCAA involved in the
game? I think, hopefully, that helps you understand how we have
evolved into the game. There are number who have indicated we
should have a playoff, and it seems to me a lot of the discussion
today has represented some confusion.

As Commissioner Kramer talked about, it is pitting one versus
two. It is not a championship playoff. It is not a playoff that is con-
ducted by the Association, and therefore is not the same kind of
structure as we have in basketball. The NCAA has 81 national
championships. The only sport that is sponsored through the
NCAA in which we do not have a football championship is in Divi-
sion I-A. We have a I-AA championship, we have a Division II
championship, and we have a Division III championship.

But it has not been the will of the membership to have a Division
I-A championship, even though it has been studied since 1970. Al-
most every decade, we have had studies looking at whether or not
we should have a national championship. It has been brought to
the floor for legislative purposes. In 1988, it was brought to the
floor. It was withdrawn from vote at that time. In 1994, we had
the most recent and probably the most exhaustive study of whether
or not we should have a playoff for intercollegiate athletics in Divi-
sion I-A college football.

At that time, which has been consistent, the presidents of higher
education in Division I-A have indicated that they were not inter-
ested in having a post-season Division I-A championship playoff.
They have been asked against most recently. We have just gone
through a restructuring of the NCAA. The new board of directors
of Division I-A has been asked by the president’s commission of
the old association and structure if they would review this issue to
see if we can find some way to readdress the post-season football
issue that is before you at this time.
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I agree with Senator Kohl that I think the best place to handle
this is with the membership itself. I am very confident that in our
new structure, the presidents of our organizations will act in a col-
legial and best-effort manner to resolve this issue in a most effec-
tive way. So I would certainly concur with Senator Kohl on this
issue as it relates to whether or not we should move forward or
what the role of the Association ought to be.

Thank you. _

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Dempsey, thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Dempsey follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CEDRIC W. DEMPSEY

Chairman DeWine and distinguished members of the Anti-Trust, Business Rights
and Competition Subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary Committee, good afternoon.
I am Cedric W. Dempsey, and I have served as executive director of the National
Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) since 1994. :

1 earned both a bachelor of arts and a master’s degree in education at Albion Col-
lege and a doctorate at the University of Illinois. I have been involved in higher edu-
cation as a professor, dean, coach and athletics director since 1954, and provided
managerial oversight for several Division I-A football programs for 27 years while
employed at the University of the Pacific, San Diego State University, the Univer-
sity of Houston and finally the University of Arizona, where I served as the athletics
director for the 12 years prior to coming to the NCAA.

I am here today to share with the subcommittee information about the NCAA’s
role in collegiate regular-season and postseason football. The NCAA is a member-
ship organization of close to 1,000 American colleges and universities that partici-
pate in intercollegiate athletics. The primary purpcse of the Association is to main-
tain intercollegiate athletics as an integral part of the educational program and the
athlete as an integral part of the student body. Activities of the NCAA membership
include formulating rules of play for NCAA sports, conducting national champion-
ships, adopting and enforcing standards of eligibility, and studying all phases of
intercollegiate athletics. It is my hope this statement will help you to better under-
stand the complex relationship between the NCAA and the Football Bowl Alliance.
As you examine the antitrust implications of the current bowl selection process, I
believe it is essential that you are aware of the independent nature of the bowls
and the minimal role the NCAA plays in the governance of the bowls.

I would like to begin by providing the subcommittee with a brief history chron-
icling the evolution of postseason intercollegiate football, which I hope will provide
a backdrop to today’s current practices.

POSTSEASON INTERCOLLEGIATE FOOTBALL: 1894 TO 1997

The NCAA was formed in 1906 (then known as the Intercollegiate Athletic Asso-
ciation of the United States) as a result of President Theodore Roosevelt’s concerns
about the alarming number of injuries and deaths in college football. A special Pres-
idential task force was formed to consider either abolishing college football or estab-
lishing rules for greater safety.

The first bowl game r%)ortedly occurred before the NCAA was formed in 1906.
Alonzo Stagg invited the University of Notre Dame to play the University of Chicago
in 1894 to generate civic support for his team.

Apparently, there was not another postseason game until 1902, when the Univer-
sity of Michigan and Stanford University played in the first Rose Bowl. The second
Rose Bowl, featuring Washington State University and Brown University, was not
played until 1916. The bowl affectionately known as the “Granddaddy” of all bowls
Just completed its 83rd consecutive game. : :

In addition to the Rose Bowl, three other bowl games were played during the
1920s. Centre College played Texas Christian University in the Ft. Worth Cﬁassic
in 1921 and Texas A&M in the Dixie Classic in 1922. Centre also played the Univer-
sity of Arizona in the 1921 San Diego East-West Classic, and Gonzaga University
competed against West Virginia University in that bowl the following year. The Uni-
versity of Southern California defeated the University of Missouri in the 1924 Los
Angeles Christmas Festival.

There were a proliferation of postseason benefit games specially scheduled at the
conclusion of the regular season during the Great Depression (principally in 1931)
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to raise money for relief of the unemployed in response to the President’s Committee
on Mobilization of Relief Resources and for other charitable causes.

The exact number of these games is unknown, but it is estimated that more than
100 postseason college games were played nationwide during this period, often with-
out regard to the competing teams’ regular-season record.

Most notable among these postseason games were the Tennessee-New York Uni-
versity game of 1931 and the Army-Navy contests of 1930 and 1931 (the two acad-
emies severed athletics relations during 1928-31 and did not meet in regular-season
gla)&)l. All three games were played before huge crowds in New York City’s Yankee

tadium. :

The beginning of the modern bowl era began with the birth of the Orange and
Sugar Bowls in 1935. The Sun and Cotton Bowls were played for the first time in
1936 and 1937, respectively, and New Year's Day became the primary date for
postseason competition. These games were conceived much for the same reason that
coach Stagg invited the Fighting Irish to play his Maroons in 1894—cities wanted
to attract tourists to warm climates, especially those who resided in states that ex-
perienced severe winter seasons.

Up to this point, the NCAA had no direct oversight responsibility over the bowl
games. An Extra Events Committee (later renamed the NCAA Special Events Com.-
mittee) was created in 1951, and it established revenue distribugion guidelines and
limited participation requirements (one postseason game per year, per team). In
1951, legislation was enacted by the NCAA membership to require NCAA certifi-
cation oFl bowl games in which NCAA member institutions woul participate. Addi-
tional certification criteria also has been developed over a period of years through
legislation adopted by the NCAA membership.

he NCAA Football Records book includes information dating back to 1902 on 18
current and 27 former bowl games. Following the 1997 football season, there will
be 20 bowl games played, and it is likely that at least one other postseason contest
will be approved for the 1998 season. :

The ngAA has sponsored football championships in all three NCAA divisions for
many years, except Division I-A where the NC has never been involved in spon-
soring postseason events. [Note: Attached as Appendix A is a brief history of the
NC ivisions I-AA, II and III Football Championships.] However, over the past
20 ﬁears, there have been several attempts to interest the NCAA membership in es-
tablishing a Division I-A championship.

In 1976, a proposal to establish a Division I-A football championship was intro-
duced on the recommendation of a special committee that had studied the feasibility
of a playoff. This proposal, however, was withdrawn and there was no discussion
of it on the Convention floor. The University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, did
submit an amendment that would have specified that a playoff, if adopted by the
membership, would involve only one game. The amendment was not considered
since the original proposal was withdrawn.

Another resolution was introduced at the 1988 Convention that would have at-
tempted to measure the interest of Division I-A members in a national football
championship. The Division I-A subcommittee of the NCAA Presidents Commission
convened in September prior to the January Convention specifically to consider this
proposal. The minutes of that meeting report that the group expressed firm opposi-
tion. The Division I-A delegates at the Convention subsequently opposed this action
with 98 yeas, 13 nays and one abstention. .

The NCAA Special Committee to Study a Division I-A Football Championship,
the last such group to review the subf'ect in depth, concluded in 1994 that while
there was merit to the concept of a playoff, it could not at that time recommend
specific legislation to the NCAA Presidents Commission. The committee did propose
further study of specific issues that time constraints had prevented the group trom
addressing, but the Presidents Commission accepted the report without authorizing
continued study.

A new, more limited examination of the subject is underway today. I will explain
more about the current discussion later in this statement.

ROLE OF THE NCAA IN CERTIFYING POSTSEASON FOOTBALL COMPETITIONS

The NCAA has the minimal role of certifying all football bowl games. This rela-
tionship is based on an evolvin cooperative relationship, not a legal binding ar-

- rangement. The NCAA Special Events Committee, as it exists today under the cur-
rent NCAA structure, was formed in 1987. (It was preceded by the Postseason Foot-
ball Committee, established in 1981 and before that, the Extra Events Committee
established in 1951.) It comprises representatives of 17 Division I postsecondary in-
stitutions. The committee has had tﬁe broad responsibility of certifying postseason
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football games, all-star games and exempted events that meet specific legislative re-
quirements relating to maximum-contests limitations.

The nine Division [-A members of the Special Events Committee form a sub-
committee charged specifically with the oversight of all postseason football games.
This subcommittee is responsible for: developing administrative bowl t‘lgolicies, which
include establishing criteria for defining the minimum standard for the designation
of a “deserving winning team” designating appropriate awards for the student-ath-
letes participating in the bowl games; drug testing; medical examination and insur-
ance requirements; determining ticket administration policies; assignment of offi-
cials; approving dates for visits to the campuses of prospective participants by rep-
resentatives of sponsoring organizations; and the development and collection of
game reports that must be completed by athletics directors and referees following
the game.

In addition, the certification process for bowl games includes the review of exten-
sive financial commitment documents provided by the organizing sponsors of these
events. For example, all first-time bowl sponsoring organizations must secure a min-
imum $1.5 million letter-of-credit and provide details of other revenue sources.
Sponsoring organizations must agree to adhere to specific policies established by the
NCAA Council (the NCAA’s governing board until August 1997) and stipulated in
all initial and recertification applications. [Note: Attached as Appendix B are the re-
quirements governing bowl game initial certification and recertification, the re-
quired] financial reporting form, and the definition for the components of gross re-
ceipts.

he subcommittee also: (1) stipulates financial requirements that establish a min-
imum guarantee that sponsors must distribute to the participating teams, (2) de-
fines the components of gross receipts and the allocation of those revenues, (3) con-
firms loss-of-income insurance coverage by the sponsor, and (4) reviews NCAA-ad-
ministered audits each year of five randomly selected bowls.

The subcommittee meets annually with representatives of each certified bowl to
review policies related to: game management, officiating, student-athlete experience,
financial stability, changes in revenue sources, name changes, game times, financial
reports, new certified bowls and issues that are developed by the Football Bowl As-
sociation. The review is based on reports submitted to the subcommittee by the par-
ticipating institutions and officiating crews, and the ticket report and financial
statements provided by the sponsoring or&lanization. The subcommittee members
also meet with the entire membership of the Football Bowl Association to discuss
any actions that will be recommended to the NCAA Council and receive feedback
in an open forum for bowl-related issues under consideration by the Special Events
Committee.

The bowl sponsoring organizations are independent entities who own all property
rights to their respective bowls and are not members of the NCAA. However,
through an evolving historical relationship based on cooperation, the NCAA contin-
ues to carry forward the Association’s fundamental purposes, traditions and policies
in a minimal oversight capacity of the bowl games. For example, the NCAA's
postseason football subcommittee ensures that the Association’s rules of regular-sea-
son play are followed, protects student-athletes and institutions from exploitation,
and guarantees that N%AA member institutions are compensated fairly for their
participation in postseason play. However, the NCAA does not have the authority
to limit the number of games played on a certain date or at a specific time, nor do
we have jurisdiction over team selections or in negotiating television and other mar-
keting contracts for a bowl because of the private, independent nature of the bowls.

THE NCAA’S FUTURE ROLE IN POSTSEASON FOOTBALL

As I briefly referenced earlier, a Special NCAA Committee to Study a Division
I-A Football Championship, which included representation from university presi-
dents, athletics directors, senior women athletics administrators, conference com-
missioners, faculty athletics representatives and coaches, was formed in 1993 to
study and develop national championship formats for presentation to the NCAA
Presidents Commission (an NCAA governing body comprised of college and univer-
sitB presidents from all NCAA divisions).

r. Charles Young, chancellor of the University of California, Los Angeles,
chaired the special committee. Special consultation meetings were held with net-
work television executives, coaches selected by the American Football Coaches Asso-
ciation, media representatives, and selected student-athletes representing Division
I-A and Division I-AA institutions.

In June 1994, the special committee presented an interim report to the NCAA
Presidents Commission. The report provided preliminary recommendations and
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urged that the special committee be continued for the duration of that year to fur-
ther study specific issues that had been identified.

The special committee was continued and devoted a substantial amount of time
and effort to identifying what effect a postseason football championship would have
on bowl games and the welfare of student-athletes. Included were concerns about
additional time demands, final examination schedules, the length of the season and
ways in which student-athletes might receive direct benefits in addition to athletics
scholarships. It was the special committee’s sense that these issues, and others re-
lated to revenue distribution, championship format and relationships with bowl
sponsors, would require satisfactory resolution before it could make specific rec-
ommendations to the NCAA Presidents Commission. .

The special committee concluded that the Division I-A football championship con-
cept had merit, but requested additional time for a task force to develop possible
approaches to addressing the issues identified by it and to conduct additional discus-
sions with student-athletes, coaches, the membership and other interested groups.

The Presidents Commission accepted the special committee’s report, but it de-
clined to authorize and recommend further work by the group. Soon thereafter, the
special committee was disbanded.

Most recently, at a January 12, 1997, meeting, the Presidents Commission adopt-
ed a resolution recommending that the newly created NCAA Division I Board of Di-
rectors (which takes the place of the current Presidents Commission when it dis-
solves in August 1997) conduct a study of postseason football. The Division I Board
of Directors accepted this recommendation and authorized its chair, Kenneth A.
Shaw, chancellor of Syracuse University, to work with the staff to develop an analy-
sis of the Division I-A postseason football issue. .

In this discussion, it is only fair to say that there continues to be opposition to
any movement toward a NCXA Division I-A football championship by a majority
of our membership. Concern has been expressed, for example, about potential nega-
tive effects: disruption of student-athletes’ academic calendars, lengthening the sea-
son, increased pressures to win. Additionally, many football coaches, college and
university presidents, and conference commissioners have not been interested in cre-
ating any type of postseason playoff structure that could have a negative effect on
the bow! games that are played each year.

A new NCAA governance structure becomes effective in August of this year. Part
of the new structure is a Football Issues Committee, which will assume responsibil-
ities previously held by the Special Events Committee, and it will comprise a rep-
resentative from each Division I-A conference. Following the June meeting, the
Board of Directors is expected to indicate if it has an interest in expanding the
NCAA’s current role beyond providing oversight for postseason football. If such a di-
rective is expressed, the Football Issues Committee may be charged with the task
of continuing to develop a comprehensive review of the preliminary issues that were
raised by the Presidents Commission in its January 1997 recommendation. .

I would be pleased to inform the subcommittee of any decision made at the June
gxaei{:ting of the Division I Board of Directors regarding Bivision I-A postseason foot-

CONCLUSION

The formal relationship between the NCAA and the postseason bowls began when
the NCAA Extra Events Committee was established in 1951. This relationship has
been based on cooperation, rather than a legally binding agreement that gives the
NCAA authority over the bowls. The NCAA’s minimal oversight role is based on the
Association’s own fundamental purposes, traditions and policies. The bowls are pri-
vately owned entities and are not part of the NCAA membership, even while the
teams that play in the bow] games are NCAA members.

The NCAA’s role in the governance of bowl games has been defined by its mem-
bership, which has directed the NCAA Special Events Committee, postseason foot-
ball subcommittee, and the Football Issues Committee (starting in August 1997) to
certify the bowls on its behalf and to provide our member institutions with minimal
protections,

Certification consists of those elements of the NCAA’Ss own mission aranteeing
that: NCAA rules of play are observed, teams meet a minimally acceptable winning-
season threshold before being eligible to play in a bowl game, and NCAA student-
athletes and member institutions are not exploited.

The NCAA leadership is currently considering a review of this relationship with
the possibility that it may recommend an expanded future role for the NCAA in
postttseason football, but a decision will not be made at least until late June on this
matter. .

B A v 7ex: provided by ERIC
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Thank you for inviting me to participate in these discussions today. I will be
pleased to entertain any questions that you may have for me at this time.

APPENDIX A

NCAA DIVISIONS I-AA, II AND III FOOTBALL CHAMPIONSHIPS HISTORY
During the past 22 years, Division I-A, Division II and Division III member insti-

tutions

ave each initiated a formal NCAA football championship—as part of the

overall program of 81 NCAA championships offered in 32 men’s and women’s sports.

The

sion I-AA NCAA championship began in 1978.
The current structure of each of these three tournaments is the same: a 16-team/
15-game format, scheduled over four consecutive weekends.

ivision II and Division III championships were initiated in 1973. The Divi-
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Round Games Div. I-AA Div. IT Div, III

First Round ........ccoevvvnunivinens 8 4th weekend of 3rd weekend of 3rd weekend of
November November November

Quarterfinals .......ccccoevvenenene 4 1st weekend of 4th weekend of 4th weekend of
December November November

Semifinals .......cocovvrvivenriirinnen 2 2nd weekend of | 1st weekend of 1st weekend of
December December December

Championship .........ceerverernenen 1 3rd weekend of 2nd weekend of | 2nd weekend of
‘ December December December

The selection of teams for the 16-team brackets is performed by an NCAA sports
committee for each of the three divisions. The bracket includes automatic qualifying
conferences and at-large teams. '

Division I-AA _

This championship began in 1978 as a single-elimination, four-team tournament.
It was expanded to eight teams in 1981, each played in four quarterfinal games. The
bracket was expanded to 12 teams the followir:ig ear, the top four-seeded teams re-
ceived byes, and the other eight teams played four first-round games. The cham-
pionship was expanded to its current structure of 16 teams in 1986. Each team

lays a first-round game. Six conference chamgions receive automatic qualification.

e remaining 10 teams are selected at-large by the NCAA Division I-AA Football
Committee,

The Division I-AA championship game was televised by CBS until 1995. It cur-
rently is televised by ESPN,

Division II

This championship began in 1973 as a single-elimination for eight teams. The
bracket was increased to its current format of 16 teams in 1988. There are no auto-
matic qualifiers, all are selected at large by the NCAA Division II Football Commit-
tee. .

Prior to 1973, four regional bowl games were played in order to provide
postseason competition for those institutions then designated college division.

The Division II championship game is telecast by ESPN.

Division 111 )

This -championship began in 1973 as a single elimination for four teams. The
bracket changed to eight teams in 1975, and was increased to its current format
of 16 teams in 1984. There are no automatic qualifiers, all are selected at-large by
the NCAA Division III Football Committee.

Prior to 1973, two regional bowl games were played in order to provide postseason
competition for these institutions.

The championship game is telecast by ESPN.

02

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



E

RIC

48

APPENDIX B

NCAA Legislative Requirements and Policies

.Applicable to Sponsoring Agencies Seeking
Initial Certification of a Postseason Football Game

‘The NCAA Special Events Comrnmae is responsiie
for tssues inveiving postseason football contests and col-
lege all-star footba'i and basketball contests.

Amember instra on shall notpampa:ehanynorml—
legiate or noncor's
game unless it has beencemﬁedbymeSpeanEvems
Committee and satisfias the provisions of NCAA bylaws.

The eligibilty rules governing individual participation
and drug usage s~all be as demanding for participants in
postseason bowl games as those goveming participation
in NCAA champicnships.

The ting institutions shall be active members of
the Assoaanon. ‘tnd Dms;on | members shall conduct
their i in confo
with the requureme-lts for mstmmonal ellglbdny set forth in
NCAA bylaws.

Any sponsoring agency seeking certification fora pos!—
season football bow! game shall adhere to the NCAA
constitution, bytav s and executive regulations and other
policies establishe.: oy the Special Events Committee.
A. NCAA Constitunion.

1. Student-iialetes shall be amateurs in an inter-
aollegnaxe spon. and their parﬂdpauon shouid be

tion and by the
physical, mental and social benefits to be
derived. Student participation in intercollegiate
athletics is an avocation, and student-athletes
should be protected from exploitation by profes-
sional arvi comymercial enterprises.

2. The conaitions under which postseason compe~
tition occurs shall be controlled to assure that
the benefits inherent in such competition flow
faidy to all participants, to prevent unjustified
intrusion on the time student-athletes devote to
their academic programs, and to protect stu-
dent-athletes from loitation by profi
and commercial enterprlss

B. NCAA Bylaws and Executive Regulations.

1. Certification Contract. Management of each
postseason bowl game enters a contractual
agreement through the NCAA certification pro-
gram. This agreement stipulates that the bowl
mar t agrees to ply with the NCAA's
principles tor the conduct of intercollegiate ath-
letics, as set forth in Constitution 2 and relgvant
bylaws and interpretations, and with other poli-
cies adop.ed by the Special Events Committee.

2. Participation Restrictions. The competing
mmmcns shall be active members of this

iation, and a ber institution shall not
pammpa:e i1 more than one such game during
any amdemuc year

3. The application for the in-
augumuon of a contest will be received irom a
proposing sponsor only at the annual late
spring/eady summer meeting of the Special
Events Committee. The report shall be received

APPENDIX B
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at the NCAA nahom!oﬂ'-eebymauorfax not
fater than January 15. Any spplication received
after that date must be postmarked not later
than January 10. The committee will approve or
disapprove the contest at its annual late
spring/eay summer meeting held during the
next calendar yeat

Projected Financial Report. The proposmg
sponsor shall submit to the committes, with its
application form, a projected financial report show-
Ing financial soundness of the proposed game.

. Audits. The NCAA, or representatives desig-

nated by it, shall conduct audits of the financial
information of an agency sponsoring a bow!
game and other organizations and activities affil-
lated with It. Audits will be conducted in the sum-
mer and will review the immediate past game.
Each sponsoring agency shall be audited once
every three years. Any expense incurred by
bowl management's auditing firm in connection
with the NCAA audit shall be at the expense of
the sponsoring agency.

. Centification Period. A certified game shail be

held in the academic year for which it is certified;
otherwise, the centification lapses.

Game Titles. The titles of centified postseason
football contests shall conform to the NCAA's
policy of not advertising or appearing to promote
products or activities that may be detrimental to
the welfare of student-athletes or the image of
higher education and intercollegiate athietics.
Such titles shall not include reference to the fol-
lowing: alooholic beverages; cigarettes, smoke-
less tobacco or other tobacco products; profes-
sional sports organizations; and organizations
promoting gambling. Titles also shall not contain
names popularly associated with such products
of.organizatons.

. Date, Time, Name and Site Changes. The

date, time, name and site of a certified game, as
ted by the sp ring agency in its

appllmuon may not be changed without the

approval of the Special Everts Commiittee.

. Final Date. A certified game shall be played not .

later than the January 4 immediately after the
conclusion of the regular football season.
Deserving Winning Teams. A contest shall be
certified only it it serves the purpose of providing
a national contest between deserving winning
teams. Adeserving winning team’” is defined as
one that has won a minimum of six games
against Division (-A opponents and whose
record includes more wins than losses. A tie
does not count as one-half of a win or loss in
determining a team's record.

Official | 1. An official i hon to partic-
ipate in a certified postseason bowi game shail
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be issued in wiiting from the executive director .

of the spoasoring agency to the institution's
director of athlefics, who shall send to the exsc-
delreaorwdneneummonofﬂ\eew
tance of the invitation.

12. Ticket Requirements. Each sponsoring organi- -
Zation must reserve one-sixth of the total seats

flable in the stadium for each p
mmmmmnwnmanmmm
number of tickets that it shall be responsible for
and, once clalmed, shali notify the
management of the certifled game, no tater than
noon (institution’s ime) on December 1.0r one
week after the institution has been invited or
qualifies by contract to participate in a bowl, of
the total number of tickets for which it shall be-
coma financiglly responsible.
i an institution wishes to purchase more than
one-sixth of the tickets available in the stadium,
the chief executive officer of the institution must

.submit a written raquest for an axception to this

policy from the committes, stipulating that the
addltional tickets will be purchasad at face value
by constituants of that institution.

All tickets shall be accounted for at face
vaiue and are a part of gross receipts. The
sponsoring agency shall sell at face value 50
percent of the total tickets sold for the game,
less those assigned to the participating Institu-
tions. The sponsoring agency of a bowl shall
average selling 25,000 tickets, or 50 percent of
those available for sale in the stadium, over a
three-year period, unlass the committee grants
It & waiver % meet the demands of the partici-

pating

Institutions.
, Components of Gross Recelipts. The gross

receipts shall include all revenues derved from

the game, tncluding:

(a) Sale of tickets (less applicable taxas, except
thase pald as stadium-use taxes for rental
or cost of permanent equipment, or in fieu

therea). All ickets, including those provided *
shatl

tor the par
be aa:ounted for at face valus and shall
become a part of the gross recelpts;

(b) Membership fees/dues;

(c) Concesslons;

(d) Programs, except when the printing and
saleofptwramsotmepmdutﬂonandsate
of concession items are performed by an

lndependemmudpanyundefconﬂaawm

the 9 and it only
nshamoﬂhenetmoelprs.ewrece-ms
then shali include only the net amount
received for such items by the sponsoring
ageno/fmnhethnmpany

(e) Advertising (srog
deo, ﬂckets ’

{f) Radio. unlesstheofﬁaalsubonsotmepar-
ticipating institutions are permitted to origh-
nate the broadcast to their normal outlets;

(g) Television, pay-perview and movielvideo
rights;

islon. Vie
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(h)'l‘lﬂewshlps‘ . -
dising sales and [ 9 fees;
G) (mmeﬂum
fcontributions; and

[} vawterkwmdeﬁvedfmﬁnopem-
tion of the game, lndudmgafﬁ]latedqvem,s
mudtibowt activities, corporate
sponsorship revenues and “gifts In kind™ as

identified by the committes.

3 oedummemnewmmmm

ing the sp
dapostseasmfoolbangamemwbedaduded
from gross receipts:

(a) Letter of credit required for recertification;
(b) Annual certification fee paidmmeAsaocia-

tion;
(c)mmohmedmdfaalsmﬂonand/of
of each participating team was per-
mitted to purchase ongmauon rights to the
bowl game;

() Corpomle sponsor receipts that are for the -
direct benefit of the competing Institutions
(e.g., tuncheon for players):

(e) Any other special deduction(s) authorized

the comrittee; and

by the
H Pro rata share of expenses tor mulhbowl-
| activities app!

by the committee.

. Radio Income. Radio policles have been
i icination of radi

ped to g the orig

broadcasts by the official station/natwork of a
participating institution. Radio income may be
dedumd from gross racelms when a Sponsor-

ing ag to imp 1t the suggested
radlo polleles and pcrmm the originating sta-

/ k of the particip institution to

ariginate the radio broadcast of the bowl.
Competing Institutions'’ Percentage of Gross
Receipts. In amrdanoe with NCAA bylaws, in-
stitutions p in such shall
reegwenotlessmanmpemmofﬂwgms
neeeimsornotlesshanmo.ooofotead\ par
ticipating institution. whichever is greater. The
amount shall be divided equally between the
institutions. Out of this percentage of gross
recelpts, each institution may be required to pay
its own transportation and other team expenses
Incidental %o the game.

17 Lenerdmmagencyﬂlatwmmspon-

to the NCAA. The letter shall be in eflect from the
time the agency submits its initial application %0
the Special Events Committee until kt is replaced
after certification by a new letter of cradit guar-
anteeing the revenues that will be distributed to
the participating teams, plus an addiional 25
pemuﬂbwverewefses:elatedtogamem
D 1s and admini
L Tha of each certified
game shall submit to the NCAA national office,
not later than 60 days before the game, the
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appropriate centification of insurance showing
evidence that it maintains primary comprehen-
slve general coverage listing the NCAA as an
additional insured, with combined single limits
of at least $1 million for bodily injury and prop-
erty damagae.

In orderfor an institution to be efigible to par-
tici football game, it shall
demonstrate evldance mat it has the following:
(a) Basic accident-medical insurance for each

participating student-athlete in the amount
of S?j 000 per injury;

(b) Catastrophic~injuty medical i for
each participating student-athiete that pro-
vides liteime medical, rehabilitation and dis-
ability benefits in excess of the basic cover-
age, equal to the NCAA-sponsored program
of an altemate program approved by the
Special Evonts Committee; and

(c) Coverages In (@) and (b) above shall be In
effect while the participating student-ath-
letes are traveling to and from the bowl
game site and while they are in the host city.

Loss-ofncome Insurance. The management

ot each certified postseason bowl game annual-

fy shall make available loss-of<ncome insurance
forap ipating team to pt atits option
and expense, which may be deducted from the
respective institution's share of gross receipts.

This expense shall not be deducted from total .

gross receipts.

. Awards. Each participating institution shall

recelve a minimum of 95 awards from the man-
ot the bow game. The
pmapanng institution may purchase additional
awards, consistent with the fimitations speclfied
in NCAA bylaws. In an offort to reward bowis
that provide the maximum value ($300) of gifts
to the student game mar may
deduct $2£.000 from gross receipts if the com-
mittee approves documentation demonstrating
that the athletes received gifts valued at approx-
imately $300.
Playing Rules. The official playing rules of the
Association shall govem the conduct of the
game, except that the Football Rules Committee
has authocized the intemnission between hatves
to extend to 30 minutes and the use of the NCAA
tiebreaker If the soore is tied after four quarters.

22. Protessional Football. Individuals who repre-

Q
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sent professional football teams and leagues
shall not be issued press credentials by game
management. The logo(s) and/or name(s) of the
National Football League and/or a profassional
team(s) shall not appear on the playing field
used for a certified bowl on the day of the game.

. Officiating Crews. The Special Events Com-

mittee assigns the officiating crew for each certi-
fied bow! game. Except for the Las Vegas Bowi,
crews assigned to a bow! game shall be from
agencies that do not assign officials for thase
participating teams during the regutar season.
Officials shall be nominated by those respective

50
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assigning agencies based solely on perfor-
mance for that season, Not as a rewand for ser-
vice. The sponsoring agency shall adhere to all
officiating policies approved by the committee.
Penalﬂes for Fallure to Comply With Re-
ts. if the ag W of a cortified
gnme fails to comply with NCAA bylaws, the
requirement for an audited financial report for
(hommecﬂamepwgame.andme pohaes and
d d by the Sp Events
Committee and the NCAA Coungdil, the commit-
tee has the option o withhold the certification for
the postseason bowl game for one year or fine it
a percentage of its gross receipts (per NCAA
bylaws), not to exesed 50 percent, from the con-
test involved in the noncompliance, with the
amount to be determined by the committee and
approved by the Councll. The fine shall be paid
directly to the NCAA, which shall forwarg each
participating institution 50 percent of any new
revenues received within 10 working days after
the financial penalty has been paid.

. Radio and Television Promotional Messages.

Ouring radio broadcasts and telecasts of such
games, a minimum of 120 seconds shall be
reserved, during which promotional messages
for the participating institutions, higher education
in general, or both, shall be presented. The
NCAA shall receive 60 seconds of promotional

. time. Each participating institution shall roceive

26.

28.

a 30-second position in the telecast in which itis
a participant to air its promotional message.
Lotteries. A title sponsorship for a bowl game
cannot include & lottery. Revenues generated
from legal lotteries may be used in other bowt
related activities at the discretion of bowl man-
agement.

Gambling. Game management shall nof accept
any sponsorship(s) for any game-related activity
from any organization engaged in gambling
aclmnes There should be no direct or implied

» gambling and the *

“conduct of bowl games.

Corporate Sponsorships. (nstitutions tradition-
ally determine the products, equipment and sup-
plies used by their student-athletes, trainers.
managers and staff in the team area of tho fisid
and in tho locker coom.

The sponsoring agency of each bowi should be
aware that institutions may have contracts involv-
lrlgmeussofald‘\equmemandsupphsdm-
ing all games in which the instiution participates.

If a participating institution has any contracts
relating to the use of such products, equipment
or suppfies during bowl games, the participating
institution, before accepting a bowt invitation,
should make inquiry of the sponsoring agency

ing the latter's p ial conflicts with the
institution's use of such products, equipment or
supplies in connection with the bowl to prevent
any misund ing and eli conflicts
among the ms\ltunon. the sponsoring agency
and third parties.
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29. Plvﬁzﬂlﬂlﬂeeﬁns.ﬂ\emmw«
deslgnge(s). head coach or full-ime assistant,
sports information director, and band director of

sach participating instituion; the game referee
and clock operator(s); and & represenative(s) of
the television network or yndicator that has

been granted live rights to the game shall attend
& pregame meeting on the day before the bowi
gammmasmmaugam'sm
tive director will review administrative and pro-
cedural details and the television format for the
gamg. When an Institutional representative
(director of athietics or designes, head coach or
deslgnea,sponsmfmﬂondlmmr.orbanda-
rector) does not attend the pregame mesting,
the sponsoring agency shall withhold $1,000
from the institution's share for each person not
in attendancs.

It the sponsoring agency falls to nottfy the
institution with details regarding the mandatory
meetings, or i it falls to administer such meot-
hgshamannermatwmlrmlvereviewdeadl
of the agenda items approved by the committee
and included In its handbook, bowl g it
wﬂlbesubiedwas«t.owﬂnandalpenanyfrom

50. Certification Fee, Each certified postseason
bow! game shall pay annually, upon notice of
certification, a $12,000 fee to the Association.
Thiafeeisapemdssibledeaﬂbﬂbe!omlden-

31. Committee Authority. Bowl manag shall
acknowledge that the committee has the author-
ﬂytomiewanydownm\trelamdwmebowl
game, which would Include title and other cor-
porate contracts and any television contraci(s).

32, institutional Eligibility—Written Report. The
di of athletics of a ber institution that

panidpamesmapostseasoﬂbovdgamewm.by
the following February 1, submit to the Special
Events Committee a written report on the con-
duct and edministration of the event, which shall

have special emp on game ag
33. Standardized Information Form. Game man-
shall ide & dized

tion form to the director of athteties of any team
under considaration to receive an invitation to
in Its bowl. The form shall include a
master schedule and a list of social events avall-
abu.vmu\wouldmwemmberolcanpn-
nmﬂaryadmisbnsmdmems(andnumbero{
mmummmmmypm.
34. Annual Committee Meeting. A representative
of each bow! seeking inital certification shal
attend the late spring/early summer meeting of
the Special Events Committee as a condition of
the certificaton process.
C. Initial Bowl Application Form.

A questing initial certification

also must meet these additional requiremants that
are included on the application form. it shall:

1. List all personne! who will serve on the game's
ing bcard or committes;
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~No

10.

n
12

13.

14.

15.

. Name the charitabie or purp:

Provide evid of the experl or !
tion that management personnel has had with
collegiate football; -

D the financial ability ot manag

or the sponsoring agency to g the suc-
cess of the game. It shall include a $2 million let-
ter of credit issued by a United States financial
institution and payable to the NCAA, which shall
be in effect from the time the mitial application
for certification is submitted to the commitiee
until t is replaced after certification by a latter of
credit guaranteeing the minimum revenues that
will be distributed to the participating tsams and
an additions) 25 p t for game: 9
operational and administrative expenses;

. Idantify the amount of money on hand or to

which there is access to guarantee game and

teamn expenses;
. Estimate the total gross recelpts to be realized

from the game:

. Detail proposals for promoting the game;
. Provide plans for selling tickets, identify the num-

ber of tickets, if applicable, and Its
undarstanding that the bowl will be ineligible for
recertification should it fall to average solling
25,000 tickats, or 50 percent of those avallable
for sale in the stadium, over a three-year period,
unless the committee grants it a waiver to meet
the ds of the participating institutions;

o /

{e)

for which the game will be conducted;

. Indicate the type of instittions that will be invit-

ed to participats; .

Provide evidence of the experience of the spon-
soring group in conducting such games or simi-
tar L

affairs;
Indicate plans for tefevision and radio coverage;
Submit the organizational operating Structurs,
hcludingadmordagram,wiﬂ\anlndiaﬁm
of the extent of active community involvement in
game promotion and manag
Provide letters recommending certification of the
bowl game signed by 25 Division I-A athletics
i and/or conference " who
represent institutions that have participated in
bowlgamssaneastomﬁmeinvnpmﬁve
yea:sm\elenersshaunoueprasemmmman
ono-half of the institutions within any single con-
terence or the membership of the commitss;
Certify that the stadium has a minirnum seating
capadity of 50,000, and any other pertinent infor-
matlon or comments; and
Acknowledge that the Special Events C it-
tee has the authorty to raview any document
related to the bowl game, which would include
tile and othes corporate contracts and any other
telavision contracy(s).
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The National Collegiate Athletic Association
Application for Initial Certification of a
Postseason Foothall Ceontest
Must Be Returned to the NCAA by January 15

1. Name of game Date req d
2. Site of game Time req "
Stmte Enmam Timo
3. Name of sponsoring organization
4, Name of executive director
Yelephone:
Malling addrass Busil /
Sugal {aL)
i Home__ /
Cay Suts 2P Codo We)
5. Other executive officers (titles) of sponsoring organizations:
Name
Name of business and position
Name
Name of business and position.
Name
Nar.e of business and position
6. Name of stadium Seating capacity

10.

O
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. Number of tickets to be made available to participating institutions

Piease explain the basis for, dstermining stadium rental (fiat fee, percentage, tax, eic.); include an estimats of the

total cost, and specify the source of funds tor payment.

. Explain the policy on the Issuanca of complimentary tickets and indicate tho number to be issued.

Attach a projected financial report for the first game.

57
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11. A minimum tof § will be pald by the applicant to cach participating institution in the first
- yearofcsﬂiﬂam[Note:msamomtahallmbelesthanﬂS0.000mlssaspecia!walverhasbeenappmgd
for a closed game.) List all anticipatsd sources of income and amounts for the following:

A. Ticket sales $
B. Television fights $
C. Radio rights 3
D. Title sponsorship $
E. Other corporate sponsorships $
f. Merchandising and 9 _ $

12. Will participating institutions be charged for tems before the determination and/or distribution.of total gross receipts?

Yes No if yes, please explain.

13. Will there be a ionship b i and expenses reallzed from the game and related activities (parade,
pag meets and nts, etc.)?
Yes No If yes, please explain.

14. Provide details for a commitment to telovise your game trom a national network of syndicator, describing specifically
the amount of television rights fees to be paid, the geographical areas to be d by the tel and the statl
or cable outiets expected to carry the telecast. ’

A.I.. ! ‘,“‘;‘caw

B. Financlal value each year of the

"

C. Areas of ¢ ge by the sy

15. Detail the sources of radio i

16. Will your bowt permit the official station/network of a p ting institution to originate the game broadcast and dis-
tribute it to the samae Stations that were a part of lts radio network during the ? Yes No

17. i no, please explain.

No

18, Does your bow have a commitment from a title sponsor for your game? Yes
2
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18. If yes, please identify the title sponsor.

20. What is the financial value each year of the title sponsorship for your game?

21. Does your bow! have other corporate partnerships with a minimum annual value of $20.000?Yes __ No
If yes, provide the finandial value each year for each partner.
22. Does your bow! agree to provide each team a minimum of 95 ds? Yes No

23. Will your bowi provide awards for the student-athletes that are approximately $300 in value? Yes No

24, List all awards, gifts, mementos or other items that will be presented to individual participants, and indicate the num-

ber and value of each ltem

25. Will management present an award in recognition of an individual's perfformance in the game?

Yes No If yes, please provide the value. $

26. Will your bowl comply with the NCAA's principles for the conduct of intercollegiate athletics, as set forth In NCAA

Constitution 2 and relevant bylaws and interpretations, and with the restrictions on game negotiations in Bylaw 18?
Yes No

27. Will the game serve the purpose of providing a national contest between deserving winning teams that each had a min-

28. Will the competing institutions be active members of the Assaciation? Yes No

29. Did your bowl submit a projected financial report to the NCAA Special Events Committee? Yes No

imum of six wins against Division [-A competition? Yas No

30. Will compesting institutions in your game receive not less than 75 percent of the gross receipts or not less than $750,000

31.

-

each?Yes_____No__ Whatamount? $

Will your bowi secure not later than November 1 an imevocable $2 million letter of credit guaranteeing the minimum
distribution fee and replace the initial lottor-of-credit raquirement? Yes No When will the NCAA receive
it?

32. Does your bowl understand that the certification lapses it the bowd fs not held in the year for which it is certified?

Yes No

_ 33. Will your television and radio contract(s) reserve 120 seconds for promotional and higher education messages pro-

vided by the NCAA (60 seconds) and the participating insttutions (30 seconds each)? Yes No

34. Does your bo:v agree to conform to the NCAA's policy of not advertising or appearing o promote products or activi-

ties that may be detrimenta! to the welfare of student-athletes or the image of higher education and intercollegiate ath-
letics? Yes No

35. Does your bowl agree that the date, time. name and site cannot be changed once the garne is certified without approval

of the NCAA? Yes No

36. Will your bowt adhere to all officiating policies that are adopted by the Special Events Committee?

o 59
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" 87, Doos your bowl understand the penalties for fallure to comply with NCAA tegisiation and poficies govening

son football games? Yes No

35, Will your bowl submit to the NGAA national office, not tatar than 60 days beforo the game, the appropriate certification
i il id that it malntas ot comprehensivo goneral coverage listing the NCAA as an addi-

of P Y
dona Insured with combined single timits of at least $1 million per occurrence for bodily injury and property damage?
Yes No : .

39.meou'bovdpayas12.000teewmeNCAAuponmucedeeﬁlﬂeaﬂon?Yes No

40. Wil game management prepare a standardized information form to distribute to potentlal participating institutions?
Yes

Your application should be received at the NCAA national offico by mail or fax transmission not later than January 15.

Inttial Bowl Application Form .
The sponsoring agency also must meet these additional requirements for initial certification that are included on the appli-
cation form. Pleasa submit evidence of the following: . )

(a) Listmlpemel(owupaﬁonar\dposiﬂor\)whownlseweonmogm's, ing board or manag 1t committoo:

(b) Provide evidence of the axperience or association that management personnel has had with colleglate football:

) Demonstrate the financial abllity of management or the $p ing ngoncy 1 gL success of the gamo. This
includes securing a $2 million lefter of credit issucd by & United States financial institution and payable to the NCAA,
which shall be in effect from the time tha initial application for certification is submitted to the Speclal Events Committee
untl It is replaced after certification by a subsequent lettor of credit guaranteeing the minimum revenues that will be

istributed to the particiy 79teamsandanadditional8pememlor,.... o it, operational
trative expenses. -

(d) ldenﬂfymemwﬂofmneyavaﬁabletomdtmemismwguammeamandteamexpensea:

(e). Estimate the total gross receipts to be realized from the game:

RIC
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Detail proposals for promoting the game:

Provide plans for selling tickets; identify tho number of tickets; and d 's g that the
oow will be ineligible for recertification should it fail 1o average selling 25,000 tickats, orso percent of those avanable
for sale in the stadium, over a thres-year pericd, uniess the committee grants it 8 walver 10 meet the demands of the

. participating institutions,

Name the charitable or educational purpose(s) for which the game will be conducted:

Indicate the type of institutions that will be invited to participate:

Provide evidence of the experi of the sp ing group in conducting such games or similar affgirs:

Indicate pians for television and radio coverage:

Submit the 6rganization ing structure, including a chart or diag with an Indication of the extent of active com-
munity involvemant in game p ion and g

61
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.(munemmmmedmnﬁngwﬁwondummmmdgmwzsmml-Aaﬂnleﬁes‘direo-
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mMMemmm&WsmwummeWMhngammlmmm ,
inmewwhsﬁwmmﬂwhmvsmwmmsanmmmwamehsﬂmmhwsmmem-

ence, nor the membership of the Special Events Committes. Yes ___ No
(n) Will the stadium have a minimum seating cepacity of 50,0007 Yes No
mmmmammmmsmmmmmmmwwdlmmmagmmmw
soring agency to submit additional evi and/or Indep nt audns, to Its abiiity to g the finan-
dalmgftiwgame.ves___uo__
Theundemigmdhembywmﬂesmatmetomgdngaﬁplmﬁonhasbeenmyandmny leted and that the app
provisions of the NCAA constitution, bylaws and Ive regulations, and the poficies adopted by the Special Events
Committes, are understood. The g alsolsdwyaumorlzedtomnmw»eaﬁonforcemﬂmﬁmonbehano'

mesponsoringorganlzaﬂonand.mnsbehall,agmesmumlsgmbeenmed.itwﬂlbeconduaodlnfullaeeoldanee
with the attached provisions; that It acknowiedges that the Special Events Comminee has the authotity to review any doc-

ument related to the bowl game, which would include tile and cther corporate and cts: that the
NCAA.orrepresemﬁvesdedgnatedbyltmyeonduaaudiudanyag«wsponmﬁngabwdgamandomeramd-
aﬁmsandacﬁvﬂesaﬂiﬁatedﬁmmandmmmhommmﬁonwﬁlwmmand P in the enf of all rul-
ings of the NCAA Council, Convention or committees, which render an NCAA institution or student-athlete ineligible to com-
pete in p football It futher is understood and agreed that any violation of the hed provisions may
disqualify the game from future certification.
Signed i Tite
Organization T~
Svest

Cay State 2P Catte
Telephone - Office / Home /

(A0 (=)
Date

Retum to: David E. Cawood
| Callog

6201 College Boulevard -
Qverland Park, Kansas 66211-2422 .
Telephone: 913/339-1906

Fax: 913/339-0027 .
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NCAA Legislation Requirements and Policles
Applicable te Sponsoring Agencies Seeking
‘Recertification of a Postseason Football Game

The NCAA Special Events Committee is responsibte
for issues involving p footb and col-
lege all-star football and basketball contasts.

A member institution shalf not participate in any noncol-
legiate or i P pastsé football
game unless it has been certified by the Special Evonts
Committes and satisfies the provisions of NCAA bylaws.

The ofigibility rules g g Individual participation
and drug usage shall be as domanding tor participants in
postaeason bowl games as those goveming participation
in NCAA championships.

The competing institutions shall bg active membars of
the Association, and Division | members ghall conduct
thelr i llegiat letics prog in conformance
with the requirerents for institutional efigibility set forth in
NCAA bylaws.

Any sp g agency

postseason football game shall adhere to the NCAA con-
stitution, bylaws and executive regulaions and other pofi-

cias established by the Special Evonts Committee.

A. NCAA Constitution.

1. Student-athletes shall be amateurs in an inter-
collegiate sport, and their participation should be
i primarily by education and by the phy-
sical, mental and social benefits to be derived.

Student partic in i giate athletics
isan ion, and this should be
trom jon by professional and

commercial entemprises.

2. The conditions under which postseason compe-
tition occurs shall be comtrolied to assure that
the bengfits inherent in such competition flow
taifly to all panicipants, to prevent unjustified
intrusion on the time student-athletes devote to
their academic programs, and to protect stu-
dent-athietes from exploitation by professional
and commerclat enterprises.

B. NCAA Bylaws and Executive Regulations,

1. Certification Contract. Managament of each
postseason bow! game enters a contractual
agreement through the NCAA certification pro-
gram. This agreement stiputates that the bowl
management agreos to comply with the NCAA's
principles for the conduct of i llegiate ath-
letics, as set forth in Constitution 2 and relavant
bylaws and interpretations, and with other poli-
cies adopted by the Special Everts Committee.

2 Participation Restrictions. The competing
institutions shall be active members of this Asso-
ciation, and a member institution shall not par-
ticipate In more than one such game during any
academic year.’

3. Application. Applications for recertification shall
be received by the Special Events Committee
not later than April 1.

4. Audited Financial Report. An audited tinan-
clal report of the immediate past game must be
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king recertiication for a

10.

1.

submitted to the NCAA before an ensuing con-
tost will bo certified. It shall be received at the
NCAA national office by maif or fax not later
than April 1. Any application or financial report
received after that date must be postmarked
not later than March 25. A final supplemental
audited report shall bo submitted to the Special
Events Committee not later than September 1,

. Audits. Tho NCAA, or representatives designat-

ed by &, shall conduct audits of the financial
information of an agency sponsoning a bowl
game and other organizations and activities affil-
tated with it. Audits will be conducted in the sum-
mer and will review the immediate past gama.
Each sponsoring agency shall bo audited once
every three yoars. Any expense incurred by
bowl management’s auditing firm in connection
with the NCAA audit shall be at the expensa of
the sponsoring agency. :
Certification Perlod. A certified gama shall be
held in the academic year for which itis certified;
otherwise, the certification lapses.

Game Titles. The titles of certified postseason

. football .contests shall conform to the NCAA's

policy of not advertising or appearing to promote
products or activities that may be detrimenta! to
the welfare of student-athietes or the image of
higher education and intercollegiate athlatics.
Such titlos shall not include reference to the fol-
lowing: alcoholic beverages; cigarettes, smoke-
fess tob or other tob. products; protes-
sional spors organizations; and organizations
promoting gambling. Tites also shall not contain
names populany associated with such products
or organizations.

. Date, Time, Name and Site Changes. The

date, time, name and site of a certified game, as
represented by the sponsoring agency in its
application, may not be changed without the
approval of the Special Events Committee.

. Final Date. A certified game shall be played not

later than the January 4 immediately aftar the
condlusion of the regular football season.
Deserving Winning Teams. A contest shali be
certified only if it serves the purpase of providing
a national contest between deserving winning
teams. A “deserving winning team” is defined as
one that has won a minimum of six games
against Division |-A opponents and whose
record includes more wins than losses. A tie
does not count as one-half of a win or loss in
determining a team’s record.

Official Invitation. An official invitati 1 to partici-
pate in a certified postseason bowf game shall
be issued in writing from the executive director of
the sponsoring agency to the institution’s director
of athletics, who shall send to the executive




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

GiGadiwinten ofthe P of
the invitation.
12. Ticket Requi d i

13.

number of tickets that it shafl bo respensible for
purchasing and, once claimed, shall notify the
management of the certified game, no later than
noon (institution's time) on December 1 or one
woek after the institution has been Invited or

by contract to participate in a bowd, of
the total number of tickets for which it shall

If an institution wishes to purchase more than
one-sixih of the tickets available in the stadium,
the chief executivo officer of the institution must
submit a written request for an exception to this
poficy from the committes, stipulating that the
additional tickets will be purchased at face value
by constituents of that institution.

All tickets shall be accounted for at face
value and are a part of gross receipts. The
sponsoring agency shall sell at tace value 50
percent of the total tickets sald for the game,
less those assignad to the participating institu-
tions. The agency of a bow! shall
average selling 25.000 tickets, or 50 percent of
those available for sale in the stadium, over a
three-year peried, unless the committee grants

it a waivor to meet the demands of the partici- _

pating institutions.

Components of Gross Recelpts. The gross re-

celpts shall include all revenues derived from

the game, including:

(@) Sale of tickets (less applicable taxes, except
those pald as stadium-use taxes for rental
or cost of permanent equipmant, or in fieu
thereof). All tickets, including those provided
for the participating student-athl shall
be accounted for at face valus and shall
become a part of the gross receipts;

(b) Membership fees/duss;

(¢) Concessions; 5

(d) Programs, except when the printing and
sale ot programs or the production and sale
of concession items are perforned by an
independent third party under contract with

i and it H

(e) Advertising (prog
video, tickets),

() Radio, unless the official stations of the par-
ticipating instiutions are permitted to ongi-
nate the broadaast to their normal outlets;

(q) Television, pay-perview and movieMvideo
rights;

(h) Title sponsorships;

® Merchandising sales and Gicensing fees;

@ (nterestincome; .

14,

18.

17

) Comp sp contributions; and

) Any other income derived from the opera-
tion of the game, including affiiated events,
mudlibowd promotional activities, comporate
sponsorship revenues and “gits in kind” as
identified by the committee.

Deductions From Gross Receipts. The follow-

ing expenses incurred by the sponsaring agency

of a postseason football game may be deducted

from gross receipts: .

(a) Letter of cradit required tor recentification;

(b) Annual certification fee pald to the Asso-

ciation;
(¢) Radio income if the official station and/or
rk of each participating team was per-
mittad to purchase origination rights to the
bowl game;

(d) Comporate sponsor recelpts that are for the
direct benefit of the competing institutions
(e.g.. luncheon for players); -

(e) Any other special deduction(s) authorized
by the committee; and

(0 Pro rata share of expensas for multibow!
p § activities approved in adh
by the committes.

Radio Income. Radio policies have bean devel-

oped to govem the origination of radio broad~

casts by the official station/notwork of a partic-
pating instinution. Radio income may be deduct-
ed from gross receipts when a sponsering
agency agrees to implement the suggested
radio policies and permits the originating sta-
r rk of the participating institution to
originate the radio broadcast of the bowl.
Competing Institutions' P

peting Per ge of Gross
Receipts. In accordance with NCAA bylaws. in- .
stitutions peting in such sts shall

receive net less than 75 percent of the gross
receipts or not less than $750,000 for each par-
ticipating institution, whichever is greater. The
amount shall be divided equally betwaen the in-
stitutions. Out of this percentage of gross re-
ceipts. each institution may be required to pay
its own transportation and other team expenses
incidental to the game.

Letter of Credit. A p football

that has not distributed an average minimum of
s1grﬁlllontneamoﬂhepanidpmingmsﬁmﬂons

' secure annually an irevocable letter of credit

from a United States financial institution that is
payable to the NCAA. Any bowl thet has not
been certified for three consecutive years shall
include in the letter of credit an additional 25 per-
cent to cover expenses related to game man-
ag t, operati and administration. Bowt
management must direct the financial institution
that will provide the letter of credit to notify the
NCAA by October 1 that it will be issued to the .

igtion by N« ber 1 and ived by the
NCAA not later than November 15, The letter of
credit shall be made payable to the NCAA and
annually shall cover the period from November

6 4 S
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1 until notification by the participating institutions
that they have received thelr distribution of
feceipts, or no later than May 1 each year. The
Assoclation is responsible for the distribution of
revenues to the participating institutions in the
event of default. The cost of the letter of credit
shall be deducted from gross
The

of each certified
game shalt submmomenaﬂona!o(ﬁee not latar
than 60 days beforo the gamo, the appropriate
certification of insurance showing evidence that
it maintaing primary comprehensive general
coverage Jisting the NCAA as an additiona!
insurod, with combined single fimits of at ieast
$1 miilion for bedily injury and preperty damage.
in order for an lnsntuﬂon 1o be eligible to par-
icipate in a p thall game, it shall
demenstrate evidencs that it has the following:
(a) Basic accidont-medical insurance for each
participating student-athlete in the amount
of $25,000 per injury;

injury dii

{ insurance for
each pamapamg student-athiets that pro-
vides fifetime medical, rehabilitation and dis-
abifity benefits in excess of the basic cover-
age, equal to the NCAA-spensorad program
or an altemate program approved by the
Special Events Committee; and

Coverages in (a) and (b) above shall be in
effect while the participating student-ath-
letes are traveling to and from the bowi-
game site and while they ara in the host city.
Loss-ofHncome Insuranco. The management
of each certified postseason bow! game annual-
ly shall make available loss-of-income Insurance
forap ipating team to purchase at its option
and expanse, which may be deducted from the
respactive institution's share of gress receipts.
This expenso shall not be deducted from total
gross receipts.

©

. Awards. Each participating institution shall

receive @ minimum of 85 awards from the man-
of the p 1 bow! game. The
participating institution may purchase additional
- ] ith the Emitati find

in NCAA bytaws. in an effort to reward bowls
that provide the maximum value ($300) of gifts
to the student-athletes, game management may
deduct $25,000 from gross recaipts if the com-
mittee approves ion demonsuating
that the athletes received gifts valued at apprax-
imately $300.

Playing Rules. The official playing nules of the
Association shall govemn the conduct of the
game, except that the Football Rules Committee
has authorized the intermission between halves
to extend to 30 minutes and the use of the NCAA
tlebmaker it the score Is tied after four quarters.
Pr bali, individuals who repre-
sent professlona.l football teams and leagues
shall not be issued press credentials by game
management. The logo{s) and/or name(s) of the
National Football League and/or & professionat

65
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team(s) shall not appear on the playing field *
used for a cartified bowl on the day of the game.
Officiating Crews. Tho Spedial Events Commit-
lee assigns the officiating crew for each certified
bowt game. Excapt for the Las Vegas Bowi,
crews assigned to a3 bowl game shall be from
agencios that do not assign officials for those
participating teams during the regutar season.

" Officials shall ba I

24,

27. G

by those
assigning agencies based solely on porfor
mance torthatseason. not as a caward for ser-
vice. The agency shall adhere to all
officiating policics approved by the committee.
Penatties for Failura to Comply With Re-
qui it the mar of a certified
game fafls to ply with NCAA bylaws,
requirement for an audited financial report for
the immediate past game, and the policios and
procedures approved by tha Special Events
Commiltee and the NCAA Council, the commit-
tea has the option to withhold certification of the
postseason bowl game for one year or fine it a
percentage of its gross receipts (per NCAA
byl notto d 50 p t, from the con-
test involved in the noncomplianco with the
amount to be determined by the committee and
approved by the Council. The fine shall be paid
directly to the NCAA, which shall forward each
participating instihation 50 percent of any new
revenues received within 10 working days after
the financial penalty has boen paht

) 8

. Radio and Televi

During radio bmadmss and telecasts of such
games, a minimum of 120 ssconds shall be
reserved, during which promotional messages
for the pamupahng Institutions, higher education
in general, or both; shali be presonted. The

NCAA shall GO ds of p !
time. Each participati shall

one So-seeond posmon m the taleast in which
it is a participant to air its p al

. Lotteries. Autlesponsorshtp for a bowl game

cannot include a lottery. Ravenues generated
frem legal lotteries may be used in other bowl-
related activities &t the discretion of bowi man-

agemam.

g. Game shall not accept

any SpOnSOISNp(S) for any game-retated activity
from any organization engaged in gambliing
activities. Thomshouldbenodimdofmpﬁod
retati g i and the
conduct of bow games.
Corporate Sponsorships. Institutions tradition-
ally determine the products, equipment and sup-
piies used by their student-athletes, tralners,
managers and staff in the team area of the ficld
and in the locker room.

The sponsoring agency of each bowl should be
aware that il may have contracts involw
ing the use of such cquipment and supplies dur-
ing all games in which the institution participates.

i a participating institution has any contracts
relating 10 the use of such products, equipment
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or supplies during bowl games, the participating
institution, before pting & bowt invitath
should make inquiry of the sponsofing agency
ing the latter's p tial confiicts with the
institution’s use of such products, equipment or
supp!iesincomecﬁonwi'mmebowln:ptmm
any misunderstanding and efiminats conflicts
among the institution, the sponsoring agency
and third parties. _ .
Plegumues:lng.mamleﬁadlmdorahd/or
destgnee(s).headeoadwrfuﬂ—ﬁme assistant,
spomlnfommﬁondlremr.ammddumot
oanhparﬁdpaﬂngw;mmmm
anddoekopemm(s):andarapmsentaﬁm(s) of
the television network or syndicator that has
beengmntedﬁverigmstomagmshallanend
apmgammeﬂngonmedaybefommbwll
Thepomseasonfootbaﬂgam’sexecu-
ﬁvecﬁmduwiﬂmﬁewadmhlstmﬁveandpnr
cedura) details and the television format for the
gam.WhenanlnsﬂMﬂonal representative (di-
reaorofme&esordeslgme.he,aﬁeo@or
designes, sports information director or band
director) does not attend the pregame meeting,
the sponsoring agency shall withhold $1,000

42-494 - 97 - 3
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will be subject to a $4,000 financial penalty from
the committee.

30. Certification Fee. Each certified postseason

bavAgamashanpayannmlly.uponnoﬁeeof
certification, a $12,000 fee to the Association.
m!eabaMdedebaommn-

titying total gross recoipts.
31, Committee Authority. Bowt management shall
acknowledge

that tho committes has the author-
itybmiewanydmnanmla!edmﬂabowl
game.vﬂdehwoddiududaﬁﬂeandomereon-
and any television contract{s).

porate contracts
32 Inotitutional Ellgibllity—Written Report. The

director of athletics of & member institution that
‘panbipalashaposlseasonbmﬂgamudﬂ.by
MafdmthebfuafyLsmmhlomeSpedal
Events Committee a wrttten report on the con-
duct and administration of the event, which shail
have special emphasis on game management.

9! provide a ster
tion form to the director of athistics of any team
under consideration to receive an invitation to

icy in its bowl. The form shall include a
mastersdsedmeandalmolsodalevennavah—
able, which would include the number of compli-
mmyadm&s\msmmeeostandnumberof
additional tickets the institution may

33, Standardmhﬂommlon Form. Game man-

. Annual Committee Meeting. A representative

ofaad\buwiseeldngveeeﬂlﬁﬁﬁmwamnd

the late spring/early summer meeling of the

N Spec'ﬂ!EvemsOomnﬂneeasacondiﬁonolm

certification process,
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The National Collegiate Athletic Association
Application for Recertification of a
Postseason Football Contest

1. Official name of game Date req d
Z"Site of game . Timereq d

oy Suaia Eaxiam Tine
3. Year game was founded Number of g played

4. Name of sponsoring organization

§: Name of ftive dI
Telephone:
Malling add; Bussil /
Strest . AC) -
Home_______/
ay ) TP Cocs [Z3)

6. Names of other executive officers of sponsoring organization:

President : Business __/ Home ___/

Presi Elect ' Busi - Home __/

Team S " ion Chair ' Bust 1 Home ____/
7. Name of stadit Seating ‘

8. How many tickets will be made avallable to each participating institution?

How many tickets did each p {ast year?

"

9. Please explain the basis for determining stadium rental {fiat fee, p ge, tax, etc.); 1
total cost, and specify the source of tunds for payment.

10. List the price(s) of tickets from last year'’s game and submit a program.

L

11. Explain the cument taxes on each ticket salg and the reason for each type of tax.

RIC 67
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12. Please provide the ing i ion for the & diate past four games, including the most recent bowl played:
Year Gross income Institutional Distribution ' Management Retained
A H $ % $ %
B. $ $ % $ %
C. $ $ % $ %
D. $ $ % $ %

No i not, why?

13. (s a preliminary audited financial repont of last year's game aftached? Yes

14, Wil a final audited report be sent to the Special Events Commitiee not later than Septernber 1?
Yos

0

15. Has full payment been made to the participating institutions in the previous year's game? Yes

No

It not, why?

16.Aminimumot S ________ will b paid by the applicant to each participant in the next game. {Note: This emount shall
not be fess than $750,000 uniess a spacial waiver has boon approved for a closed game.]

17, Please list all anticipated sources of income and gross amounts for the following:

A. Ticket sales
B. Television rights
C. Radio rights

D. Title sponsorsh

£. Other corporate sponsorships,

B B » B © o©

. FN disil 9 and i g
18. Please identily the expenses'and amounts deducted.from each institution's share of gross income.

i

19:Please identify the mmberolﬁckenandva!ueeachpamdpaﬁngteamguamnteedkwwld sell for your last game.
Tickets Value

Team

Team Tickets value'

20. Please identily gifs-in-kind (and financial value) that directly benefited the participating institutions.

El{llC 68 - 3
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" 34. Provide the financial value of your title sponsorship for each year of the

64

21, Does your bow! have a commitment from a national network or syndicator to televise your naxt game?
No

22 Hf yos, please identily the network or sy
23. Provide the financial value of your talavision commitment for each year of the contract.

24. Does your bow! have awnmmmbvmanatbnalmtwomasynwmrfwmdbdghfstoyoumen game?
Yes No .
25. Pleass identify the network or syndicator.

26. Provide the financial value of your radlo commitment for each year of the

27. Doss your bow! permit the official station and/or network of a participating institution to originate radio coverage of
your bowi? Yes No .

28. Do these rights permit the Institution’s official outlet to originata the broadcast and distribute it to the same etations that
waere a part of its radio network during the regular ? Yes No

29. | either quastion No. 27 or No. 28 was answered no, please explain.

30. Did your ision and radio t(s) reserve 60 seconds for p! Sonal higher educational messages provided by
the NCAA? Yes . -
31. Did your television and ragio "mmmmmmmmrmlm)mrmnmmmr

educational ges provided by the p pating institutions? Yes No
32. Does your bow! have a commitment from a tile sponsor for your next game? Yes No

33. Please idantify the ttle sp .

35. Does your bow! have ather comorate p ips with @ minimum annual vajue of $20,0007 Yes No_____
" if yes, provide the financial value each year for each contract. i

36. Did your bowl provide each participating team a minimum of 85 ? Yes No

37. What was the approximate value of the awards your bowl provided the student-athletes? §

63
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a8, Lst afl awards, gifts, mementos or other tems that were presented 10 individual participants last year, and indicate the
number and value of each item.

39. Does the management present an award in recognition of an {ndividual's performance in the game?
Yes No (It yes, please provide vaiue. $ )

40. Did your bowl adhere to the policies conceming officials (e.g.. courtesy automobiles, entertainment, etc.)?
Yes No

tf no, please explain,

bl

41 Didbowlmanagemaondudamﬂngbefomlaﬂyear‘sqam' g rep ives from the participating Insti-
tutions, the game referee, clock op r(s) and television or syndi for the purpose of reviewing govem-
ing game administrative details and NCAA rules and reguiations? Yes_____ No

42. Did your bowl comply with the NCAR's principles for the conduct of intercollegiate athletics, as set forth in NCAA
Constitution 2 and relevant bylaws and Interp ? Yes No

43. Was your game held in the academic year tor which it was certified? Yes No

44. Did your bow! sell, at face value, tickets equaling at least 50 percent of the total tickets sold, excluding those sold by
the participating institutions? Yes No

it no, explain

45. Has your bow! averaged selling 25,000 tickets, or 50 peroent of those available for sale, over the past three years?
Yes No

46. Did either participating team purchase more than ona-sixth of the tickets avallable in the stadium?

Yes _No If yes. please explain.

47, Did the Special Events Committee authorize an exception to the ticket-distribution policy for the insmn}ﬁon?

Yes No

48. Was the date, time, name and/or site of your game, as represented in the application, changed without the approval
of the Special Events Committee atter the initial certification of the application? Yes No

49, Did your bowl serve the purpase of providing a national contest between teams that each had a minimum of six wins
against Division [-A competition? Yes No

50, Were the competing institutions active bers of this iation? Yes No

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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51. If required of your bowl, will an irrevocable letter of credit guaranteeing the minimum distribution fee be securad?
Yes______No .

1f not, why?

52. Did your bow! gubmit to the NCAA national office, not later than 60 days before the game, the appropriate certification
of insurance showing evidence that it maintaing primary comprehensive general coverage listing the NCAA as an addi-
tional insured, with combined single limits of at least $1 million per occurrence for bodily injury and property damage?

if not, why?

Yes No

53. will your bow! pay a $12,000 fee to the NCAA upon notice of certification? Yes _______ No

Please attach to this application: )

A standardized information form distributed 1o the ingtitutions that participated in the last bow! game,
A copy of the letters of invitation to the institutions that participated In the last bowi game,

. Acopy of the letters of acceptance from those institutions that participated in the last bow! game,

. A copy of your network television contract, .

N Acopyofyournetwoﬂ(radloeomﬁ._and

F. A eom; of your title gnd other corporate sponsor contracts valuad at a minimum of $20,000 per year

In reviewing this application, the Special Events Commifiee may request that the manageinent or sponsoring agency sub-
mit additional evidence, and/or independent audits, to demonstrats its ability to guarantee the financial success of the game.
The undersigned hereby certifies that the foregoing application has been truly and fully completed and that the policies of
the Special Events Committee and the application provisions of the NCAA constitution, bylaws and executive regulations,
and the policies adopted by the committee, are understood. The undersigned also is duly authorized to submit this appli-
cation for recentification on behalf of tha sponsoring organization and, on hts behalf, agrees that if this game is recertified,
it will be conducted in fult accordance with the attached provisions; that it acknowledges that the Special Events Committee
has the authority to review any document related to the bow! game, which would include title and other corporate contracts
and television contracts; that the NCAA, or representatives designated by i, may conduct audits of any agency sponsor-
ing a bowl game and other associations and activities affillated with it, and that this organization wilt fully observe and coop-
erate in the enforcement of all rulings of the NCAA Council, Convention or committaes, which render an NCAA institution
or student-athlete ineligible to pete in p football contests. it turther is understood and agreed that any viola-

1
tion of the attached provisions may disqualify the game from future certification.

mooowp

'

Signed . Title
Organization
Address
Stroel
Cay K" 2P Code
Telephone - Office / Home __ ¢
[~ (AC)
Date

Retum to: David E. Cawood
National Collegiate Athlatic Association
6201 College Boulevard
Overtand Park, Kansas 66211-2422
Telephone: 913/335-1906
Fax: 913/339-0027

ERIC 1
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SCHEDULE OF GROSS RECEIPTS

Postseason Football Audited Financial Report

. a. Gross title sponsorship rights

Oate of Game
. Ticket sales (from Schedule A, line 8) S
a. Gross hip fees s
b. Less approved deduction ( )
¢. Total
Cof N

Program sales

Advertising

d. Video

8. Tickets

f. Total

a. Gross radio fights

b. Less ell rights if participant
ofiginated broadcast { )

¢. Total.

a. Gross television rights

b. Less unrelated third-party fees ( )

¢ Pay-per-view television rights

d. Total.

Less: b. Unrelated third-party fees ( )

c. Entertainment exper ( )

d. Amount(s) allocated 1o
other gvents..

e. Other (- )

f. Net title Sponsorship fights



R (subtract line 19 from 14)

68

9. Merchandising sales

10. Film/movie/video rights

1. Licensing fees.

12 a. Gross corporate 8ponsol
oor ahutions .

Less: b. Restricted for direct benefit of
' ing institutions ( )

. Restricted for pregame
and half-time expenses ( )

d. Net corporate sp
13. Other revenues (pleasa specify)

a.

- b,

c.

d. Total other revenue.

14, Total receipts (add totals from lines 1-13)

15. Award ( )
16. Certification fee ( )
17. Letter-of-credit fee. { )

'18. Other deductible expenses approved
by the committee ( )

19, Deductible feés (add totals from fines 15-18)

b 20. Net gross receipts before interest income

2

=

. Interest income

a. Enter total from line 20
b. Muttiplied by U.S. Treasury bill rate........ e

¢. Muttiptied by da.ys from game
date to distribution date

d. Divided by 365

B

_e.
22. Total gross receipts (add lines 20 and 218)..u......oeuusssremrsssoms

2

ERIC 73
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Schedute A - Ticket Sales

\

1. Ticket sales............NO. 18 @ 1hs_____  Totalw.$

2a. 2b. 2¢c

. 3b. 3c. —_—

Sa. §b. Sc.
6. Gross ticket sales (add amounts in coll ¢, fines 1-5) $
7. Less — Taxes : { )

8. Net ticket sales

9. a. Stadium capacity b. Gross

10. Number of tickets sold by: 11a. 11b.

EN

\ El{fc 74,
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Report of independent Accountants

TO: The 1 Collegiate Athietic A '

. . e
. We have audited the ying schedule of gross receipts of the

) L : (rome of game}

played b and

A (rstingion} ) m-'w‘

on__ '

.. . law) (cty arxt staw)
" “This nohedule is the responsibility of the gement,
. Our responsibility is to express an opinion on this schedule based on our audit. .
'Weconduned our audit in with g iy pted auditing standards. Those standards require that we pian and
peﬂmnv\eaudnmobtalnreasonableassumnceabanwhemerme hedule of gross ipts is free of ial misstatement.
An audit includes examining. on & test basis, evid upporting the and disch in the schedule of gross receipts.

me-wmmmmmgmmmmmmmmmbymanagememasweuaswal

: uaﬂng the overall schedule presentation. We beliove that our audit provides a reasonable basis for our opmlon

in europmlon. the schedule of gross receipts audited by us p faidy, in all riai lhe gross ip

:hornﬁ'nabwedescdbodgameandmemmtsdwmmowpamdpawmﬂnummandmespmsonngommm
- gocordance with NCAA Bylaw 30.9 and Executive Regulation 31.5.

- This.report is intanded solely for the information and use of the

"and the National Collegiate Athletic Association. (orsonng agency)
o
. SIGNED DATE
NAME OF FIRM CITY, STATE

RETURN BY APRIL1 TO:
David E.-Cawood

" . The National Cofiegiate Athletic
- 6201 Colloge Boulevard

- Overtand Park, Kansas 66211-2422

O

913339-1906

75
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Definitions for the
Components of Gross Receipts

Ticket Setes. Gross receipts shall incuda the gross income
from the sale of tickats less epplicable taxes, except those

with the sp ing
shall be entitied to deduct 100

an ufvelatedeanyuMer
agency, the sponsoring agency
ent of the annual amount pakd to the unrelated third party

pald_asstadium—uselaxeslormnw.eostof, equip-
mu.ormneummd.mrd-panytaestornam\glseﬂm
w:hannmbededudadmmgmﬁwpﬁce.
lnwmmﬂngleesshaﬂrmbededudedlmmlmv-
mue.NlﬂckeSshallbeaml_edlolaltaoevamandshaﬂ

| _beeomeapanofgmssrzoeipa.

tembership Fees/Dues, If the payment of membership
fees/dues to the sponsoring agency, or an affiiate thered!, is
" required in order o purchase game lickets andior gaiin priori-
"ty ‘seating rights, or otherwise results in admission to the
game, then 50 percent of the gross membership fees/dues
(less the price of the bowlgameﬁckatsﬂulisindudedinﬂck-
- et-sales revenue) shall be included In gross receipts.
‘Exceptions may be authorized only by written agroomant from
".the' Special Events Committea.
/Merchandising Sales.

c ]

Gross

" cw;pa shall includa gross profit received by tho sponsoring

+ agency, of an affilate thereof, for the sale of programs, con-

from the amount 1o ba inciuded in the computation of fotal gross
Wthmmmmmﬁxr
cent of the annual ttle &p Yip rights d to the game
unless approved in ad\ by the Special Events Committee.
Title Sp hip Enter Exp When the pro-
hip agr require the spr
ing agency to provid portation, lodging and/or i
ment for the title sponsor (excluding the cost of gams tickets
Aded to the title sp which is included in ticket sales

revenue).thesponsoﬁngagencyshallbeenmledtodeductlhe

lesser of (a) the actual expenses incurred, up to $100,000, or

" (b) 10 percent of the annual gross lille sponsorship receipts

fmmme_amumtoboindudedinmeompulaﬂmofmal
gross receipts, but not greater than $100,000.

of Title Sp hip Rights. When the provi-
slonsdaﬂﬁesporso:slﬁpagmemﬂovabmvlgamemqulm
the sponsoring agency, or an affilate thereof, to aliocate title

Al -t

cession items or merchandise; e.g., clothing, glass-
‘as or other memorabilia. Gross profit shall be defined as gross

. sales less direct costs of producing and selling the program.

. concossions and/or merchandise.

" Advertising Income. Gross receipts shall include gross
. ived by the

ring agency for sale of adver-
in printod game pro-

=

or radio prog

" . . grams and/or media guides, highlight filmsAideas, or in the
. ols

di When adh i icited by an independent third
party under ct with the sp ring agency, whereby it
reeeiv&sontyashareofadvem'singmmuo.gmsmims
-'shaﬂindudoonfymeumoummdtorsud\kmbym

. sponsoring agency from the third party.

- .Radio Broadcast Rights. When e sponsoring egency admin-
" isters the radio broadcast policies outiined by the Special
“Events Committee that perm? the ofiicial radio station/network
ofaoompelinginsﬁmﬁontopurdmeoﬁginaﬁomigms to the
bowl game, the official radio staton/natwork shoutd pay the
.sponsoring agency four times the one-minute published rate
..of the .station(s) as listed in the current edition of Standard
Rates and Data. All radio income shall be exciuded from gross

. meipgsﬁmnoﬁdalstaﬁodnemckofapatﬁdpaﬁngmam!s

" - :permitted to purchase origination rights for its normal in-sea-

P hip fees to g fated ovents, the all
must be bie in the circt ces, but in any event,
the total allocations to nongame-related events cannot
oxceed 10 percent of the annual tite sponsorship receipts,
unless approved In advance by the Special Events
Committee. Nongame-related events include any activity or
event for which the sponsoring agency, or affiiate thereof,
does not use the name of the bowl, or is associated with any
NCAA institution or its constituency in its title or promotion, nor

quires tho mvoh of any bor or rapresantative of
aparu’dpaﬂng_h\smmonorhsconstmm,nordoesm
event promote the bowl game.
Film/Movie/Video Rights. Gross receipts shall include the
gross i ived by the ing agency for the sale
of rights to produce a game highlight film/movie/video. When
a game highlight film/movie/video is produced by an inde-
pendemu\impanyformmmgagencyasagiﬂ-irﬂdm

' orinexmangeforadvedslng.mneoslofﬁwmwldeo

produdionaspaldtorbymwrdpanymﬂbeindudedin
gross receipts.

Licensing Fees. Gross i d by the 'sp fing
agency, or an affiliate thereof, for ticensing and marketing of a

- son distribution outiat(s). : or unregistered, of the insttutions ing i it, shall be
* Jetevision Contracts. When the negoliating endlor obtaining  included in gross receip A waiver of this provision may be
- of a‘televisk is p d by an unrelated third party granted to “closed” games.

Vi under with the spansoring agency, the sponsoring  Corporate Sp ributors. Gross receipts shall
_agencysmllbeenﬁﬂedlodeducnwpwwﬂofmeannual include cash from corporate Spor rib
' paid to the d third party from the amounttobe  whether - d or not d. Gross pts shall
included in the computation of total gross reCePIS: but, inany  includa any funds received from the clty, county. tourist devel-
_-eveandeduaioneannotamedl.’:pmomldmannual cpment agency or similar organtzation. The 3p i

‘Telévision receipts unless agproved in advance by the Special  ag . may exclude $50,000 of restricted contributions if used
Events Committee. for events that are for the direct benefit of the competing insti-
“"Tte Sponsorship Rights Contracts. When the negotiaing  tulions; e, piayers’luncheon. Cash ipts from corp

‘and/or obtaining of a title sponsorship is pert by sponsors/contrib that are not related to the game and for

Q
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of an organization, Control may be maintained by.

-mu-m does nat fve any p
mmgamwnsmwm.mybewmm

ross receipts.
Corporate Sponsors/Contributors, Pregame/Hatt-Time
. Shows. if coniributions are legally restricted for the staging of
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Senator DEWINE. Mr. Kramer and Mr. Benson, I wonder if you
could enlighten us as to the status of any negotiations that might
be going on between the WAC and. the Alliance. Mr. Kramer, you
did make some reference to it.

Mr. KRAMER. Yes, sir. The Alliance has had longstanding discus-
sions, discussions long before this hearing was scheduled, with pos-
sible participation. We feel it is important to arrive at some resolu-
tion here. We had some discussions earlier that dealt primarily
with financial distributions. The WAC, in particular, came back
and felt that the access issue was equally important, or perhaps
more important than the financial.

Our group went back together and discussed it at great length,
and we have come forward with a proposal that would provide ac-
cess at the level of sixth ranking in the future for a team that is
there. It would guarantee them a slot in one of the Alliance bowls;
furthermore, that there would be a financial distribution to each of
these conferences based on their agreement to participate and
make their champion available for the Alliance.

Senator DEWINE. That offer is open to every conference?

Mr. KRAMER. That offer would be open to every conference across
the board, as it was originally open to the Mid-American, to the Big
West, for instance, as well.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Benson.

Mr. BENSON. Just to respond, beginning last early November,
even before BYU or Wyoming were far into their season, we made
a proposal to the Alliance recommending that if a WAC team or the
- other conferences had a team ranked No. 12 or better, we would
receive automatic inclusion in the Alliance. That proposal went
through the fall and the Alliance did submit a counter-proposal in
early January that did provide revenue to the four conferences, but
did not, as Roy said, address the access issue. At that time, we did
indicate that access was important.

Senator DEWINE. Excuse me, but what do you mean by access?

Mr. BENSON. We realized that the six conferences that make up
the Alliance have built the bowl system as it is today, and we only
want a chance to participate in it when we have a team that we
believe merits consideration, unlike the automatics that the other
conferences have: So our proposal of No. 12 was to reward a con-
ference and/or a team that truly has established itself on the field.
Their No. 6 ranking, we do not believe is adequate enough.

Senator DEWINE. Why not?

Mr. BENSON. Based on the likelihood of a team reaching No. 6.
Granted, BYU would have met that criteria this year and would
have been selected, but looking in history, that would not have oc-
curred over the past 10 years but one other time. We believe
strongly that if the other conferences are going to receive the auto-
matics that there needs to be some greater opportunity for the
other four conferences.

So from a.negotiations standpoint and where we stand, WAC
presidents met earlier this week, have taken under consideration
the Alliance proposal. The WAC presidents meet June 1 through 4,
at which time they will review thoroughly and fully the negotia-
tions. :

Y
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Senator DEWINE. Thank you. Mr. Dempsey, let me ask you and
make sure I understand, the NCAA now has a playoff system in
Division I-AA, is that correct? :

Mr. DEMPSEY. That is correct.

- Senator DEWINE. And Division II?

Mr. DEMPSEY. That is correct.

Senator DEWINE. Division III?

Mr. DEMPSEY. That is correct. ,

Senator DEWINE. And did I understand ‘;'ou to say that you have
a playoff system in how many other sports?

Mr. DEMPSEY. Thirty-two sports; we have 81 championships.

Senator DEWINE. And those are determined by a form of a play-
off system, is that correct? ‘

Mr. DEMPSEY. Yes, all the other sports do have a national playoff

-either by division or a national championship crossing over all
three divisions. )

Senator DEWINE. So Division I-A is the only one that does not?

Mr. DEMPSEY. That is correct. ’

Senator DEWINE. Now, in your written testimony, and you also
gave this orally—and let me just thank all of the witnesses for, I
thought, excellent testimony and for keeping it within a reasonable
time so that it gives us some time to ask some questions. I thought
it was all excellent.

Let me read, if I could, Mr. Dempsey, from your written testi-
mony. “It is only fair to say that there continues to be opposition
to any movement toward an NCAA Division I-A championship by
a majority of our membership. Concern has been expressed, for ex-
ample, about potential negative effects: disruption of student-ath-
letels(; academic calendars.” Let me take these one at a time, if I
could. :

Mr. DEMPSEY. Sure.

Senator DEWINE. How many games do the teams—let’s say the
winner of Division II or Division I-AA; how many games would
that team play to get to the finals, the two final teams? How long
would that season be? :

Mr. DEMPSEY. It would take them 4 extra games, so it would be
a maximum of 15.

Senator DEWINE. OK, so they could be playing 15?

Mr. DEMPSEY. Yes. -

Senator DEWINE. And for Division III, it is one less?

Mr. DEMPSEY. It is the same.

Senator DEWINE. It is the same?

Mr. DEMPSEY. Yes.

Senator DEWINE. So they are all the same?

Mr. DEMPSEY. Right. .

Senator DEWINE. The regular season now for all your divisions
is what?

Mr. DEMPSEY. Eleven. ,

Senator DEWINE. Eleven, and then you can add on one if they
play in Hawaii this year or next year?

Mr. DEMPSEY. Yes.

Senator DEWINE. Right, and they get one if they play in one of
the—— . N .

Mr. DEMPSEY. Preseason.

79




75

Senator DEWINE [continuing]. “Preseason” games?

Mr. DEMPSEY. And also a conference championship  game would
be excluded. So it is possible, as BYU did this last year, to play 15
games.

Senator DEWINE. Right, but when I look at a schedule, most divi-
sion—or any of these teams, I am going to see 11 games"

Mr. DEMPSEY. Probably 12 for those who merit going to a bowl
game. We have 18—

Senator DEWINE. A bowl game?

Mr. DEMPSEY. Yes. We have 18 bowl games, which obviously
have 36. '

Senator DEWINE. Right,

Mr. DEMPSEY. That will rise to 20 next year, so there is the po-
tential of certainly 40 more institutions playing the 12th game next
year.

Senator DEWINE. But when you say concern has been expressed
for the disruption of student-athletes’ academic calendars, the next
issue is lengthening the season and increased pressures to win. Ex-
plain to me what the difference is between Division I-A and the
other three divisions.

Mr. DEMPSEY. Division I, in particular, and I-A probably more
specific—its mission statement established in the late 1970’s was
to indicate that institutions should be as self-sufficient financially
as possible, and that is where we begin the marketplace issues and
it has driven a lot of our economic decisions related to——

Senator DEWINE. Excuse me, excuse me. I am not asking for the
other reasons. You can tell me those, but I want to stay with what
is in your written statement.

Mr. DEMPSEY. OK.

Senator DEWINE. Let me just finish; disruption of student-ath-
letes’ academic calendars, lengthening the season, and increased
pressures to win. It just seems to me, at least on its face, unless
there is something I am missing, that whatever the merits of
those—and I am not arguing the merits today for a playoff or not.
That is not my posmon as chairman of this subcommlttee to do
that.

But if you are making the argument that that is a problem, the
reason you can’t go to a playoff system in regard to Division I-A,
but you are doing it for the other ones, aren’t these student-ath-
letes just as important whether they play in I, II, or ITI? :

Mr. DEMPSEY. Well, I think that is true. I think the difference
and the reason we started the championships in the other divi-
sions—we did not have a bowl system, and tﬁe bowl system in I-
A, in a sense, has supplemented a playoff system. As I mentioned .
before, there are 20 of those now this coming year. So the concept
by I-A leadership was that we can celebrate the game of football
better through the bowl system than we can through a playoff.

Senator DEWINE. OK, and I appreciate that. You have been very
clear in your testimony about—and several of the witnesses have;
Mr. Kramer certain did—about the importance of the bowls to col-
lege football. Certainly, coming from the State of Ohio, I certainly
don’t question that at all and I understand it.

I just want to make sure I am getting the reasons why these de-
cisions are being made, and again not in any way saying they’
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should or shouldn’t be made. But, really, the reason is the connec-
tion to the bowls that want to be preserved. I mean, it can’t be the
disruption of student-athletes’ academic calendars, lengthening the
season, or increased pressures to win because if that were really
-the concern, you care as much about the young people who are
playing for these other teams as you do for the Division I-A teams.
A bowl only adds one more game to a season; it is not three or four.

Mr. DEMPSEY. You lost me on that last statement.

Senator DEWINE. Well, the point is you have made the point you
do not want to go to a playoff system because it is going to length-
en the season, hurt academics, et cetera. But the NCAA is allowing
this and is engineering this to happen in the other three divisions.

Mr. DEMPSEY. Well, I would like to respond in the sense of when

~we did our exhaustive study in 1994, one of the groups that we met
with was a group of student-athletes who had participated in Janu-
ary 1 games. We had about 12, 13 athletes that were involved.
That is one of their concerns, is the erosion and effect it might have
upon their academic calendar.

They were also concerned about the fatigue factor, and there may
be some aspect of greater intensity involved in I-A football than

" some of the other levels. That is argumentative. I recognize that as
one having come out of Division III.

Senator DEWINE. I have found these athletes are competitive no
matter what division they are playing for. They all want to win.

Mr. DEMPSEY. Well, I will assure you the group that we talked
with were not interested in a championship unless several of those
issues could be addressed. '

Se}lllator DEWINE. OK, and I appreciate that. Thank you very
much.

Senator McConnell.

Senator MCCONNELL. Coach Cooper, it looked like you wanted to
say something on that.

Mr. CooPER. I would just like to say that that should be—that
is an embarrassing statement to a coach that is coaching I-AA foot-
ball and Division II.

Mr. DEMPSEY. I said it was argumentative.

Mr. COOPER. That is an embarrassing statement. Every coach—
I won’t say every coach, but 75 percent of the coaches that are at
the major colleges today started at I-AA and Division II schools.
I played Division II football. I am now a Division I head coach. I
worked for Lou Holtz. He started at William and ‘Mary. Bo
Shembechler, one of the greatest coaches ever, was a high school
coach. So to say that there is a difference in intensity, I don’t—I
had better stop.

Mr. DEMPSEY. I said that was argumentative. :

Senator DEWINE. Well, we have just proven that, haven’t we?

Mr. COOPER. Yes, it is argumentative.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Kramer.

Mr. KRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I alluded to the fact that in my past
history I was a football coach at Central Michigan University, both
when it was Division II and when it finally became Division I-A.
When it was Division II, we played for the national championship,
played three additional games, played a game on our home field,
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played one in Texas and one in California. I will tell you the dif-
ference between that competition and I-A. .

Is it disruptive to the student academically? I will tell you per-
sonally, knowing the difficulties we have, yes, it is. Was it worth
it to offset it because we had no other bowl opportunities and-there
was absolutely nothing there? Properly, you might weigh that
against that. But I will tell you the difference. When we went to
Wichita Falls, Texas, which was a great site, but nevertheless that
is where we were, and eventually in California, we took probably
50 or 60 students with us, maybe, if that. .

In my part of the country, and Senator Sessions can tell you this,
when Auburn goes to a bowl, when Alabama goes to a bowl, when
Florida goes to a bowl, we take literally thousands of students at
a time when we are right in the middle of final examinations. That
is a distinet difference between I-AA and I-A, as I have seen it on
both sides.

Senator DEWINE. Senator Bennett. .

Senator BENNETT. I apologize, Mr. Chairman. I have to leave im-
mediately for another hearing that is starting at 4 o’clock, and I'd
like to make a few comments. Mr. Dempsey, I didn’t mean to offend
you with my reference to the NCAA teams as a farm team. You say
only 1 percent of your players go on to the NFL.

Mr. DEMPSEY. Less than one.

Senator BENNETT. Less than one. I think 100 percent of NFL
players come from the NCAA. You may not consider yourself a
farm system for them, but they certainly do.

Mr. DEMPSEY. That is not our main mission.

Senator BENNETT. I understand that, but the NFL is in the.
minds of a lot of young men when they come to play for you.

Mr. Kramer, I would be delighted to have you coach any team
I am cheering for. You are as inspirational a speaker as I have ever
heard, and I think that is terrific. I know you were a great coach,
but I must say this to you. You said trust us on the issue of the
at-large berths as you were putting this thing together, and we did
andhyou failed. That is why we don’t trust you now. It is as simple
‘as that. - :

Mr. KRAMER. Could I respond to that, please?

Senator BENNETT. Absolutely.

Senator DEWINE. You certainly can..

Mr. KRAMER. The selection process which is very critical to the
participation of the bowls—the bowls that are part of this bid for
this. It was an open, free market in which nine bowls submitted
bids. We offered it to everybody. Nine bowls actually bid for this
process. It was very critical to those bowls to have some selectivity
in the process beyond the No. 1 and two games. To do that, that
selectivity was incorporated into that.

We, on the other hand, put in a rule which had never been in
the bowl selection process in the past that you had to meet certain
standards, an 8-3 record, for instance, to be in this pool. In the
past, we had teams—I won’t refer to which teams, but some that
you would know very well that have great names got selected at
7-4 and 6-5, but we changed that. We made the pool selection so
that we limited that so the bowls could pick better teams.
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But the bowls insisted on that selectivity because you must real-
ize the bowls are still operations of chambers of commerce, of con-
vention and tourist bureaus, of the business communities they are
a part of, and they demanded that in order to put an amount of
money on the table to make these bowls work, some ability to have
a selectivity in that process. The selectivity of the Fiesta Bowl or
the Orange Bowl in last year’s occasion was the selectivity exer-
cised by the bowls, not by the Alliance.

Senator BENNETT. I understand that, but the Alliance, if I may
coin a phrase, was in alliance with the bowls. I agree that the old
circumstance was a mess. I agree that you made an excellent effort
to try to clean it up. I just don’t think you succeeded and I think
you need to go back to the drawing board and keep working at it.

There is only one other comment I would make to the NCAA.
There is, of course, a parallel with basketball here. I remember the
days when the National Invitational Tournament was the national
championship in basketball. The NCAA was the consolation prize.
I remember that very vividly because when I was growing up, the
University of Utah got into the NCAA, lost, and was on its way
home when a team that was in the National Invitational Tour-
nament, the NIT, was in a terrible accident and its players were
killed. They had a vacant berth and the University of Utah was al-
lowed to go back in mid-journey, back to the East Coast, and take
that last remaining berth in the NIT, and went on as the cinderella
team that won the NIT and the national championship and brought
great joy to all of our young hearts in the Wasatch Mountains.

You changed that, Mr. Dempsey. The NCAA has made the NIT
the second-rate championship, and the only teams that go to the
NIT now are the teams that are not in the true playoff. Think
about that. You have got a circumstance here where a group of
schools, a group of conferences, have put together their version of
what ought to be the true playoff. And you are sitting on the side-
lines and your champion is the second-rate champion to the one
that an independent group has put together. You might think
about reclaiming your turf.

Senator DEWINE. Senator McConnell.

Mr. DEMPSEY. May I respond to that?

Senator DEWINE. Oh, you certainly can.

Senator BENNETT. Certainly.

‘Mr. DEMPSEY. That really ties in with my closing statement in
the fact that the board of directors of Division I, which is composed
of a number of presidents, is reviewing the role of the NCAA in
post-season football. That is why I encouraged that you give them
that opportunity. They meet in June and I would be happy to for-
ward the results of that discussion and further discussions back to
this body, if you so desire.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you. May I, along with the chairman,
thank you all for coming. I realize this is not the most fun thing
for you to do on an afternoon, and we appreciate your willingness
to come. We appreciate your candor and we know you all have good
intentions. I don’t mean to, with the pointedness of my questions,
challenge anybody’s motives. Thank you again.
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I apologize that I have to leave and I apologize to the next panel.
1 }aave another full committee that I am to attend in about 15 sec-
onds. . S

Senator DEWINE, Senator McConnell.

Senator MCCONNELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I, too, want to
thank everyone for coming.

Mr. Dempsey, you have described the history of the bowl system

and how it deve{oped, and suggested that it really pre-dates the
NCAA. I think I have also heard you say that Division I-A college
football is the only sport under the NCAA that does not have a
playoff system. .
- I am wondering what you say to people like Coach Cooper and
to Richard Peace, who make up, according to our calculation, 40
percent of the student-athletes who participate in college football
Division I-A. What do you say to them? ‘

Mr. DEMPSEY. For not having a playoff?

Senator MCCONNELL. Well, what do you say to them when they
say we would like to be able to compete at the highest level if we
have earned it? What is your response to that? : :

Mr. DEMPSEY. Well, if I can take just a moment and go back and
explain what we tried to find out in 1994, we had a committee of
coaches from the American Football Coaches Association. We had
a group of athletes that were involved. We had a group of athletic
directors that were involved. We had a number of presidents that
were involved in a whole process. '

The NCAA has always come out very strongly opposed to a na-
tional football playoff. now, there is a reason for that I can explain,
if you would like, at least my perception of it. The commissioners
and the presidents of intercollegiate athletics have been opposed to
a Division I-A football playoff. So you take the players, the coach-
es, and the leadership opposing -it. There has not been much sup-
port to indicate we ought to have it. '

Now, that is under constant review and it changes, obviously,
with time, but I think you need to recognize that each of the divi-
sions now are able to d}étermine their own destiny. As Members of
Congress are doing to disagree from time to time on what ought
to be done, we will find divisional differences in whether or not we
should have certain playoffs or not have playoffs.

Senator MCCONNELL. Well, that leads me to the question I really
want to ask you, which is who are the people who make the deci-
sion. I am one of those people who is a little confused about the
relationship between the Alliance, on the one hand, which Mr. Kra-
mer is representing, and the NCAA, on the other hand, which you
are representing. -

As the NCAA considers its future with reference to post-season
football, who is that? Are those the presidents? Are those the ath-
letic directors? How many of the people who are making that deci-
sion represent the 40 percent excluded class that are unable to as-
pire to greatness today? Who makes that decision?

Mr. DEMPSEY. As the poet said, it is us, in a sense. Our organiza-
tion is composed of the 940 institutions, and in Division I-A it is
- 110, Our new structure—there is a board of directors in Division
I composed of college presidents, entirely of college presidents. That
is a body of 15 members that will determine and ratify legislation,
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and the only way that could be overturned is if two-thirds of the
membership——
- Senator MCCONNELL. Could I ask you a question about the 15?

Mr. DEMPSEY. Yes.

Senator MCCONNELL. Of the 15 college presidents, how many of
them are presidents of institutions who are in the excluded class?

Mr. DEMPSEY. There would be 10 Division I-A conferences and
all 10 of those have a representative—well, I shouldn’t say that.
Two conferences have one representative and they are either rep-
resented in the board of directors or the other member would be
represented in the management council, which is a group of ath-
letic administrators. Athletic administrators report to the board of
directors.

Senator MCCONNELL. Mr. Benson, do you want to take a shot at
that?

Mr. BENSON. I was just going to say that the makeup of the
board of directors—as Mr. Dempsey indicated, the ten I-A con-
ferences all have a representative, of which the WAC and Con-
ference USA have a president on that board.

Senator MCCONNELL. So let me ask the question of you. Of this
decisionmaking group, what percentage of them represent the ex-
cluded class, two?

Mr. BENSON. I would say two, yes.

Senator MCCONNELL. Two out of fifteen?

Mr. BENSON. Out of the 10 that will probably make that decision,
even though there may be five other presidents on the board of I-
AA, I-AAA. But inasmuch as this would be a I-A issue, the num-
ber of presidents who would make that decision would probably be
ten.

Senator MCCONNELL. Let me rephrase the question. Is the ma-
jority of that group currently in the preferred class?

Mr. BENSON. Yes. .

Senator MCCONNELL. Does that group then have the authority to
make a final decision as to what may or may not——

Mr. BENSON. Yes. : ,

Mr. DEMPSEY. Yes, they do. They can be overridden by the mem-
bership, but that would take a five-eighths vote for that to occur.

Senator MCCONNELL. So the membership of the group that
makes the decision about the future of college football consists of
a majority who benefit from the current system and that could only
be overridden by a vote of the general membership.and it would
require a super-majority of five-eighths to do that? :

" Mr. DEMPSEY. That is true. :

Senator MCCONNELL. Mr. Dempsey, would that pass the smell
test? If you were trying to explain to Coach Cooper and to Richard
dPerflce the fairness of that, would that be an easy thing for you to

o?

Mr. DEMPSEY. Well, having just gone through this for 18 months
now of restructuring the NCAA and having seen a number of com-
promises that have been made and having seen the collegiality of
college presidents in this process, I have great confidence the sys-
tem will work, yes.
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Senator MCCONNELL. Let me pose that question to Coach Cooper.
Is that an arrangement, coach, that you are comfortable can
produce a fair decision?

“Mr. CoopPER. No, not at all. You know, it is frustrating sitting
here as a coach and listening to all this. You know, the only thing
that I think we are asking for is an opportunity to earn the right
to play in the bowl; you know, the opportunity. Let’s go play the
game on the field with shoulder pads and helmets, and let’s get our
11 and your 11. , .

Teams are playing against each other from all types of con-
ferences. We played Penn State. You know, we played Michigan
State. We are playing Oklahoma. We are playing everybody that
has a chance. I look at it from a football standpoint and say when
East Carolina beat No. 19 ranked Miami on national TV, 34-6, it
wasn’t even close. East Carolina stayed at home at 8-3 and Miami
got to go to a bowl. I look at the entire thing and say something
" is wrong. :

I look at Texas at 8—4, at 8—4. They went to an Alliance bowl.
They lost four football games. Now, I know it is because of the con-
ference title and I am not taking -anything away from Coach
Mackovic. He does a great job. He shouldn’t complain. It is a great
situation for him, but I am looking at the overall situation and I
am saying it needs to be fair. Let’s earn the thing on the field. Ask
the players, ask the coaches.

I don’t think that the coaches at some of these schools that are
part of the Alliance would say “I agree with what is going on right
now.” I think they would say it is unfair, but sometimes you don’t
ask the coaches. One coach is here today, one coach is here today.
You don’t ask the coaches. The coaches, I think, would say that
BYU deserved to be in an Alliance bowl. The coaches voted them
No. 5. The coaches voted them before the game, the coaches voted
‘them after the game, but the coaches don’t decide who gets to go.
Somebody else is doing it so it is unfair, and hopefully a little 3-
or 4-year-old could see that. :

Senator MCCONNELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. :

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Kramer or Mr. Dempsey, maybe you could
respond to the coach’s comment. Let’s just be real candid and give
me your opinion why BYU didn’t go to a bowl. What is the reason?

Mr. KRAMER. Well, let me start by saying——

Senator DEWINE. I am not being critical. I just want to know.
You spent your life in this——

Mr. KRAMER. Let me start by saying that the issue is selectivity,
and whatever plan we put together, whether it is a playoff or
whether it is a bowl system or whether it is an expanded bowl sys-
tem, at some point there will be a line drawn where somebody will
be invited and somebody will be left out. :

Senator DEWINE. That is a pretty squiggly line, though, isn’t it?

Mr. KRAMER. What is that?

Senator DEWINE. That is a pretty squiggly line that goes down
and picks up the No. 20 team and excludes the No. 5 team.

Mr. KRAMER. That is correct. '

b Senator DEWINE. I don’t have a dog in this fight, Mr. Kramer,
ut—— :
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Mr. KRAMER. That team won their conference championship. Be-
cause of the historical perspective of the bowls—and you have to
understand what that conference gave up because that conference
could have a major bowl agreement today if they weren’t a part of
the Alliance. Their conference was given that slot. That team won
that on the field, as Coach Cooper referred to, and therefore were -
in that process.

But the point I would like to make is whatever process we put
together—I said originally in my statement it is not perfect, but
whatever process we put together, gentlemen, there will be a selec-
tion process, and someone will be left out and we will have another
hearing and someone will be there and people will be pleased. But
it doesn’t matter how that system gets put together. What we are
trying to do is improve that system. We are trying to broaden that
by offering an opportunity at a certain level that has never been
there in the history of college football, and if we do that, I believe
we have significantly strengthened the system.

Senator DEWINE. Let me ask Mr. Richardson and Mr. Peace, as
student-athletes, what is your opinion about a playoff? Do you have
an opinion about that?

Mr. PEACE. If I had to give my opinion on a playoff, if you had
asked me maybe before all this had happened with the bowl games,
I would probably be in favor of a bowl system just because, you
know, it gives us a chance to go somewhere sunny, which in Wyo-
ming is a pretty big deal for us, you know, and have that experi-
ence. You know, you get, you know, lots of extra clothes and, you
know, things to give your family.

But after I see what can happen, you know, in the bowl system
when, you know, out of 112 Division I schools there were only
seven that had a higher winning percentage than the University of
Wyoming—there were schools that were 65 playing in bowl games
and we were just eliminated. I don’t know why and I don’t see why,
and right now I feel that the only way that any and every team
in the Nation is going to get a fair chance to, I guess, have a na-
tional title hope is through a playoff system. That is the only way
that I can think of right now, unless they restructure the bowl sys-

. tem tﬁat would be fair to all schools, which is, you know, all that
we ask.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Richardson. _

Mr. RICHARDSON. My take on that is that, you know, of course,
I would like to see a playoff, but there are a lot of different prob-
lems that. would have to be worked out as far as how would we get
the playoff put-into the works. There are a lot of different problems
with logistics about people traveling and when the games would be
playing and just all different types of—you enter into different
kinds of arenas. But as a player, I would like to see a playoff, but
it is1 not something that is going to happen any time soon at this
evel.

Senator DEWINE. But you would like to see one?

Mr. RI"HARDSON. Eventually.

Senator DEWINE. Sure. .

Mr. RICHARDSON. I mean, I think all players would.

Senator DEWINE. You think what?
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Mr. RICHARDSON. I think all—you know, if you plz;fy the game of
college football, you want to, you know, be in a playoft.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Dempsey, that brings up a question that
I was wondering about. Did you ever do actually any kind of sur-
vey, a widespread survey, of your Division I-A players?

Mr. DEMPSEY. We did a focus group. ,

Senator DEWINE. A focus group. We have had a few of those in
politics, too, with mixed results.

Mr. DEMPSEY. Well, I am sure that is true. What we did do is
select——

Senator DEWINE. A focus group, just for the record, is a group
of, what, 10, 15 people?

Mr. DEMPSEY. There were 12 I-A and 1 from I-AA who had ex-
perienced a playoff system. And, you know, if there is one thing
that maybe biased it, it was most of those athletes had professional
potential and so some of their concerns in terms of the fatigue fac-
tor, the potential of being hurt and those things really discouraged
them from looking at a playoff without, certainly, some other issues
being handled.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Benson.

Mr. BENSON. Re%arding the selection or the selectivity, I think
we have to remember, though, that the six Alliance conferences—
those champions are provided a spot in one of the four bowls with-
out any criteria, without any minimum ranking, without any per-
formance criteria. What we have proposed—what we are trying to
agree amongst ourselves is what is the standard, what is the
benchmark that would provide fair access to those two conferences
that don’t receive the automatic.

We have, as I indicated earlier, proposed a No. 12. We are jock-
eying back and forth. We countered with a No. 8 based on, if there
were going to be four games, eight participants, it seems reason-
able that if you are in the top eight that that should be good
enough to meet that standard. I think that the access issue, as we
have said before, is the crux of this conflict.

Senator DEWINE. Senator Sessions,

Senator SESSIONS. On the playoffs, I have always had mixed
emotions about it, but I do think—Coach Cooper, maybe you could
share this—if you have got a national championship game on New
Year’s Day, from the last game, to the nifht of the game, you are
really intense. But there are a lot of bowl games in which the in-
tensity level is not quite as high and you can enjoy the trip more.

Mr. CoOPER. For the fans, maybe. For the coaches, the intensity
level is high every game. Our job is to put it on the line every
week. You know, I have been to a couple of bowl games. We played
Florida in the Sugar Bowl when I was at Notre Dame. We almost
lost to Hawaii 2 weeks before. I can’t say as a football coach, get-
ting that team ready, I truly. enjoyed that week. My wife did, but
we got the team ready and the pressure is high to win that game.

Senator SESSIONS. I guess what I was thinking—if you had to
play some time between November and January 12 four football
games, it would be harder on the players and the coaches than to
just play one game on New Year’s day in Miami.

Mr. COOPER. I know it sounds crazy, and Cedric Dempsey is
great for the Division I-A coaches. He is at the Division I-A coach-

.
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es’ meetings; he is up front with Grant Taft. And there was a vote
this year. It was asked; we discussed it at the Division I head
coaches’ meeting about the playoff. But it was brought up, a play-
off, and they didn’t say anytﬁing about the bowl situation.

The bowl situation is great for young men, unbelievable. If you
have ever been to one, I don’t think that you really understand
what the guys go through getting ready all year long, and if you
can make it to a bowl game, it is unbelieva%le. But at the same
time, if there is a playoff, combined with not disrupting the tradi-
tion of all the bowls—would I like as a coach is to see the Sugar
Bowl not be the Sugar Bowl? No, I don’t want that, but I think
along with the bowl system and a lplayoﬁ' system, I think the coach-
es—again, I am not talking for all the other people you all talk to.
The coaches and players would like to see—No. 1, if there is an
eight-game playoﬂP or a four-game, or four teams or eight teams,
that just means, along with all the bowls, there is a possibility of
more opportunities to take your team to a bowl game.

You know, if you look at the breakdown of all the bowls—and I
did it in my statement I turned in—the Big 12 has an Alliance
bowl and five bowl opportunities locked in; the SEC, Alliance and
four; Big 10, Alliance and four; Pac-10, Alliance and three; ACC,
Alliance and three; Big East, Alliance and three. So as I go to re-
cruit against Temple, OK—as I go to recruit against Temple, they
can sit there and sell the dream to a young man that you come to
Temple and we are going to get our program to 6-5. And, again,
I think there were about eight teams with a 6-5 record this year
that went to a bowl game.

At 6-5, you come and we are going to be in a bowl game in the
Big East, because you know what? We get the Alliance and we get
three more of the picks. But is it unfair for me to say I think our
Efogram is a better program, to where I am going to look in that

id’s eye and say, you come here and we are going to win the con-
ference and we get to go a bowl game?

Well, you tell me what in the State of Kentucky—or you say we
are recruiting in the SEC area and some in the Big 10 area. If I
.80 to Detroit to recruit a kid and the head coach of the University
of Minnesota can go in there and say, come here and join us in the
Big 10—in the Big 10, we can win six games and finish fifth and
still go to a bowl game. So you lose something. The thing is unfair.

I am for a playoff, but I am not for totally disrupting the bowls
as it is. A bowl game is unbelievable for a young kuF It is unbeliev-
able for a family. It is unbelievable for fans. But when you sit at
home at 10-1, 9-2, 8-3—if I am 9-2 next year and I am not in a
bowl game, I am going to be highly upset. We are going to call this
meeting all over again. I know that. [Laughter.]

Senator SESSIONS. Let me say this. Of course, Penn State and
Nebraska would have been a wonderful game. Wally, I know you
are very disappointed in not having that opportunity. Arizona State
and Florida State would have been a great match-up this year, and
we can foresee that that would be possible in the immediate future
and I am glad to see that would be possible. So I think it is fair
to say we are making progress. '

Mr. Dempsey, I want to say to you I remember a book, something
about the flack-catchers. They always send out the NCAA guy, but
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it is, in fact, the college presidents that run your institution, isn’t
it?

Mr. DEMPSEY. That is right.

Senator SESSIONS. You work for them?

Mr. DEMPSEY. I work for them, and they have the vote as to
what will be the direction on a number of our issues, all of our is-
sues.

Senator SESSIONS. With regard to the playoffs, they are pretty
strongly opposing it right now, is that right? ,

Mr. DEMPSEY. They have been, but I would say that they have
opened up discussion on it. But I would say it is part of that effort.
They don’t like to dislike each other, just as members of the Senate
don’t like that, and so they are working hard to find collegiality
and find a compromise to this situation and I think that can hap-
pen.

Senator SESSIONS. I agree with you, Mr. Kramer, that nothing is’
perfect. We will never be fully satisfied. However, I believe we can
do better. I think it is difficult. I think we can do better than the
match-ups, this year, and I hope that as you go forward you can

. work toward that end. I hope that we don’t have the U.S. Govern-
ment setting bowl picks. :

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DEWINE. Senator Thomas.

Senator THOMAS. Thank you. Senator, you and Mr. Kramer may
be happier than some of us who are on the outside. It is a little
easier to be comfortable if you are on the inside of the Alliance. .

Senator SESSIONS. Well said.

Senator THOMAS. Mr. Kramer, I get the sense—you havent
talked much about it, but all these decisions are made by you and
others. The bowls are a private institution, aren’t they? They are
generally for promotion of business. They are generally for profit.
Don’t they have quite a bit of say in this?

-Mr. KRAMER. With regard to the selection?

Senator THOMAS. Sure. '

Mr. KRAMER. As I indicated, when we put the proposals out for
bid, it was an open bidding process, completely competitive, with
nine various bowls bidding right across the board. Each of them
asked for some degree of selectivity in that process.

Senator THOMAS. Isn’t it true that part of the criteria is that they
mus; be able to make a favorable economic impact on the commu-
nity? ,

Mr. KRAMER. That is not a criteria. It is whatever the bowl de-
cides there, but it is certainly not a criteria of the Alliance.

Senator THOMAS. So they wouldn’t turn down a team at all that
didn’t have an economic impact?

Mr. KRAMER. That is their decision, but it is certainly not a cri-
teria of the Alliance. .

Senator THOMAS. I am going to go quickly because I know you
have another panel.

Mr. Benson, the NCAA has talked a lot about the playoffs, but
have they ever spoken out on the issue of the Bowl Alliance?

Mr. BENSON. The NCAA?

Senator THOMAS. Yes.
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Mr. BENSON. Well, the board of directors have been asked by the
WAC presidents to step in and review post-season football, which
would include the current Bowl Alliance inasmuch as it is part of
gost-season football. That study is ongoing and will be reviewed in

une.

Senator THOMAS. But it seems to me there is a difference be-
tween the consideration of a playoff and an evaluation of whether
the Bowl Alliance operation works fairly or not.

Mr. BENSON. I think that also is the role that the NCAA plays
in post-season football, whether or not they are, as they are today,
only a certifying body and an oversight body, or do they become a
real regulatory and administrative body.

Senator THOMAS. I should ask you, Mr. Dempsey. Has there been
talk ?about the fairness and the validity of the system of the Alli-
ance?

Mr. DEMPSEY. Yes, there has, and this started actually in the fall
of 1996 at the president’s commission meeting. It was brought up
at that time and the president’s commission asked that staff come
back with a report to them on the history and the background of
the bowl system and the selection process. At the March meeting
of the president’s commission, they reviewed that—I am sorry. The
January meeting of the president’s commission asked the new-
formed board of directors, which actually doesn’t become official
until August 1, by the way, that they would study post-season in-
volvement of the NCAA. It was left, as Commissioner Benson indi-
cated, in that broadest sense to look at it as to what the role should
be and can it be improved and should we have more regulatory in-
fluence upon the bowl system. ’

Senator THOMAS. As a result, perhaps, of this debate and this
discussion, do you think the NCAA would take a little closer look
at the Alliance itself?

Mr. DEMPSEY. It will be on the agenda in June and I suspect
maybe continually until it is resolved.

Senator THOMAS. I see.

Mr. DEMPSEY. I think the presidents are committed to try to find .
a solution to this, recognizing that all parties can never be satisfied
with something possibly as emotional as what we are talking
about. But I do believe that the presidents are committed to try to
find the best solution possible for intercollegiate athletics.

Senator THOMAS. There are more of your members outside the
Alliance than in it, I presume.

Mr. DEMPSEY. Not in Division I-A, there would not be, no. With
the six conferences, there would be more included in the Alliance
than excluded. ’

Senator THOMAS. That is not good news, is it?

Mr. DEMPSEY. Well, I would say this. They wouldn’t even have
studied it if they were not open.

Senator THOMAS. Well, if they are as content with it as Mr. Kra-
mer is, there won’t be much change.

Mr. DEMPSEY. Well, personally, again, I will go back. As I have
worked with the presidents on our whole restructuring, they are
much more global-thinking than us who are athletic management
people. I think we have had to worry about the bottom line often
and are very narrow in our perspective, and I have found presi-
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dents as they have looked at this type of issue really look at it as
what is best for intercollegiate athletics and higher education.

Senator THOMAS. Good. Well, I am sure that is true, and thank
you so much to all of you for coming. ‘

Senator DEWINE. Senator Enzi. :

Senator ENzI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just quickly, I would
like to thank Mr. Peace for being here today. I have tremendously
enjoyed watching him on the field and he has a tremendous
amount of talent and ability there. It is just as interesting, though,
to watch you appear before members of the U.S. Senate and make
a presentation and to answer the questions with the candor that
you did and the ability that you did there. You have a tremendous
potential in life and I will be anxious to watch and see where it
takes you. o

Mr. PEACE. Thank you.

Senator ENz1. One of my observations this afternoon—I will give
an observation rather than a question—is that there is a problem
out there and it does need to be solved. Senator Sessions made
some kind of a comment about not wanting the U.S: Senate to pick
the teams. The Western Athletic Conference would have a far bet-
ter chance under that because we have better numbers, but we will
throw ourselves on the mercy of the NCAA to do the right thing
and to improve their system. In the meantime, of course, we will
be watching to see what happens.

Thank you.

Senator DEWINE. Senator, some of us from more populated
States have occasionally, when votes have gone against us, won-
dered what the Framers of the Constitution were really thinking
about with two Senators for each State. -

I would like to thank this panel very much. It has been very,
very helpful. I am looking forward a little bit to the next panel that
will be testifying in regard to some antitrust legal issues, but also
the testimony is going to concern some of the economics involved
in this whole Alliance. :

It just strikes me, Mr..Kramer, based on what I can see from the
testimony and what you all have said, you may be the person who
was the most involved in putting this Alliance together of anybody
we are going to hear from. I wonder if you could take a moment
to help us out through this and maybe help prepare for the next
panel by describing—you did a little bit of the history, but I would
like for you to talk maybe a little bit about the economics involved
in this. v

One of the witnesses that did not come—we did hot subpoena
them; we offered them the opportunity to come forward—was ABC.
Obviously, they have an interest in seeing a No. 1 and No. 2 game.
That obviously would sell better than any other game. That has to
be a premium game for them as far as their sponsors are con-
cerned. I am sure that had to be part of the whole package.

My understanding is that you have the Alliance conferences that
basically went together to put a product together to make available
to the bowls. The bowls, in turn, submitted bids, and then you got
ABC coming in here at some point supplying a significant amount
of the money. Now, I didn’t explain it very well %fg:ause I wasn’t
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there and I would like for you to explain how all that came to-
gether. C

Mr. KRAMER. To understand that, Senator, you have to go back
and understand, first of all, the present contractual arrangement,
and you are exactly right. In that agreement, which did not include
the Rose Bowl, the four conferences at that time—the ACC, the Big
East, the Big 12, and the Southeastern Conference—began to look
at this whole selection process and the concept, with the idea of
going to the bowls to see which bowls would be most interested in
- hosting these conference champions.

As T indicated, nine bowls bid on those arrangements. Each of
them came in with different television entities. In fact, the present
agreement has two bowls with CBS and one bowl with ABC. The
new arrangement that we are working toward was put together
primarily as a result of some discussions that ABC obviously came
forward with because ABC had the controlling factor in trying to
open the bowl system; that is, they controlled the Rose Bowl. con-
tract, I believe, through 2005. ' ’

Senator DEWINE. So, that gave them the controlling factor?

Mr. KRAMER. That gave them a factor there this first time
around. From my own standpoint, I might have moved in a dif:
ferent direction because my regular season television partner is
CBS. But nevertheless ABC controlled the Rose Bowl and therefore
had a position to put this agreement together that no other net-
work could this time around. I am not saying that would happen
the next time. In all likelihood, it would be either multiple contrac-
tual agreements or multiple networks involved. :

But this time, because of that contractual agreement, ABC had
that precedent-setting position and therefore bid in a way that was
most attractive to them, which was to put all four bowls together
into this package to make it work, and that is how it got to an ABC
arrangement this time around.

Senator DEWINE. But am I correct in describing in broad terms
what we are talking about in the sense that we are talking about
conferences coming together to put a product together to offer
teams to bowls? The bowls kind of went through a bidding process?
I mean, just kind of run through that for me.

Mr. KRAMER. That is correct. They went through a bidding proc-
ess. In fact, we are in that process for the next arrangement. We
will go back out to bid. The three bowls that were participants in
the first one have a right of first negotiation, but they will go
through a full bidding process to determine if they remain in that.
The one that is not in that is the Rose Bowl because of their ar-
rangement with ABC, and their longstanding contractual agree-
ment is a separate entity in this thing. ,

Senator DEWINE. The bidding you are going through now is for
what year or years?

Mr. KRAMER. It would start following the 1998 season, beginning
\lavs;st)% the bowl games that would normally be played on J anuary 1,

Senator DEWINE. Let me get back to the TV contract, though.
The TV contract fits into this whole mix. I mean, where does that
money get paid to?

Q
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Mr. KRAMER. That money under the current contract is paid to
the bowls and then the bowls pay directly to the participants in
that bowl.

Senator DEWINE. So the bowls have to know going in what they
are going to get so they know how much they can bid, right?

Mr. KRAMER. That is correct. Now, the new Alliance is different
from that in that ABC has come to the conferences and bid a cer-
‘tain amount of money for their conference champions. It came to
that group of conferences and bid for the right to put on television
the conference champions of those conferences in a group of bowls.
The bowls are to be selected by the conferences under an open bid-
ding process as we will move through in the near future.

Senator DEWINE. Let me thank all of our witnesses.

We have been going for some time now. I would ask our third
ganel to begin to come up, but we will take a 5-minute, a 6-minute-

reak, and we will come right back.

[Recess.]

Senator DEWINE. I want to thank our panelists for bearing with
us, the third panel. We appreciate your coming. Let me take a mo-
ment to introduce the first panelist. '

Gary Roberts is a professor of law and program director for
Sports Law at Tulane Law School. He is currently the president of
the Sports Lawyers Association. Professor Roberts is Tulane Uni-
versity’s faculty athletics representative to the NCAA and Con-
ference USA, as well as an ex officio member of the Sugar Bowl.

Mr. Roberts, we will start with your testimony. You may proceed.
Thank you very much.

PANEL CONSISTING OF GARY R. ROBERTS, PROFESSOR OF

* LAW AND SPORTS LAW PROGRAM DIRECTOR, TULANE LAW
SCHOOL, NEW ORLEANS, LA; DAVID L. BAKER, SPECIAL AS-
SISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT, UNIVERSITY OF WYOMING,
LARAMIE, WY; JAMES E. DELANY, COMMISSIONER, BIG 10
CONFERENCE, PARK RIDGE, IL; CHAD LEWIS, FOOTBALL
PLAYER, BRIGHAM YOUNG UNIVERSITY, PROVO, UT; TIM
LAYDEN, SENIOR WRITER, SPORTS ILLUSTRATED MAGA-
ZINE, NEW YORK, NY; AND RICHARD CIRCUIT, BOARD MEM-
BER, PLYMOUTH HOLIDAY BOWL, SAN DIEGO, CA

STATEMENT OF GARY R. ROBERTS

Mr. ROBERTS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am delighted that you
are interested in our panel’s testimony because apparently you are
alone. But I will limit my oral comments——

Senator DEWINE. This is, as you know, a wild day in the U.S.
Senate, if you can believe that, with the budget and a few other
things going on. . A .

Mr. ROBERTS. I know that. I thought maybe it had something to
do with the number of television cameras. I am just kidding, of
course.

I will limit my oral comments here to a few brief observations,
and for more elaboration I refer you to my written testimony.

On the antitrust issue, I believe that the Bowl Alliance presents
a complex rule of reason question because it creates both signifi-
cant anti-competitive and pro-competitive effects that would have
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to be balanced, and because there are less restrictive alternatives.
There is just no time in 3 minutes to even begin to scratch the sur-
face on all of that. Again, I say it is set forth in detail in my writ-
ten statement. ‘

If challenged in court, I suspect that this case would likely sur-
vive summary judgment and end up being decided by a jury. While
jury verdicts are never predictable, I believe the odds are very good
that the Alliance would be found to be illegal, for a variety of rea-
sons again which are set forth in some detail in the testimony. I
know I would certainly find the Alliance to be an illegal restraint
of trade and an illegal conspiracy to monopolize under section 2.

I' think perhaps the most significant of these reasons would be
the presence of less restrictive alternative, and rather than prattle
on with my prepared remarks here, I would like to just set forth
what I think that less restrictive alternative is and maybe just
throw it on the table and let everybody think about it.

The alternatives are not having the Alliance or a playoff system.
You could have a national championship game, a single game be-
tween the No. 1 and No. 2 ranked teams, just like the Alliance has,
-and let that be run by the NCAA. The rest of the system could stay
in place. The 18 bowls could continue to function exactly the way
they always have. They could invite any teams they want. They
just couldn’t invite the No. 1 or No. 2 teams. Those two teams
would be playing under the auspices of an NCAA championship.

The bowls would remain unscathed by the system. You would
have a national championship. All of the pro-competitive benefits
that the Alliance generates, which is a national championship
game, would remain. The bowls would remain intact. The only
problem with this system is how do you divide this enormous pot
of revenues that you are going to generate with that national
championship game.,

I would propose the way to do that is to pay the two participat-
ing teams a reasonable sum, just as if they were participating in
perhaps the most lucrative bowl games, maybe $3 million a piece,
and take the rest of the enormous pot that is going to be generated
by that single game and divide it among the 113 schools in Division
I-A. That way, you don’t unbalance the playing field. You give
every school in the division revenues that would enable them to
hire coaches and facilities and recruit. .

It seems to me that you destabilize the industry the least. The
bowls stay intact, every school gets an opportunity to participate,
every school gets a share of the revenues, and we have got a na-
tional champion. It seems to me you have solved every problem.
That seems to me to be a less restrictive alternative and if it were
presented to a jury, the jury would find it compelling and I don’t
see how they would find the Alliance preferable to it.

Thank you.

Senator DEWINE. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Roberts follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF GARY R. ROBERTS

THE LEGAL AND PUBLIC POLICY EFFECTS OF THE COLLEGE FOOTBALL BOWL
SUPER ALLIANCE

I want to thank the Subcommittee for allowing me to share my views on a matter
of deep and long-standing concern to me—the legitimacy of the college football bow]
Alliance, next year to become the Super Alliance.

By way of introduction, I have been involved in litigating, teaching, speaking, and
wrifing about sports legal issues, especially antitrust issues, for two decades. Since
1983 I have been a professor of law teaching sYort,s law, antitrust, business enter-
prises, and now labor law at Tulane Law School, where I founded and currently di-
rect the nation’s only sports law certificate program. I am also currently the presi-
dent of the Sports Lawyers Association, a 1,100 member organization of lawyers
who work for or represent sports industry clients, on whose board of directors I have
served since 1986. I am also the editor-in-chief of the SLA’s bimonthly newsletter,
The Sports Lawyer. I often s;eak at sports law conferences, have written several
major law review articles and two book chapters on sports antitrust matters, and
along with Professor Paul Weiler of Harvard an School I have coauthored the lead-
ing sports law textbook and supplement used in American law schools, Sports and
the Law, published by West Publishing Company. I also regularly work with and
am cited by the print and broadcast media on sports legal issues and have authored
several columns in publications like The Sporting News and USA Today. This is the
seventh time I have appeared before a congressional committee in the last five years
(and the third time before this Subcommittee) on some aspect of sports, all but one
of which involved the application of federal antitrust law to sports.

I come before the committee today to discuss the manner in which a group of col-
lege conferences have agreed to eliminate competition among themselves in the sale
of their post-season Division I-A football entertainment. I approach this matter
from three different perspectives. First, I am an academic with an expertise in
sports-antitrust, whicg causes me to look at the issue from the perspective of the
public, the consumer, and consumer welfare, which is today the primary, if not ex-
clusive, goal of antitrust law. Second, I am Tulane University’s faculty athletics rep-
resentative to the NCAA and Conference USA, which gives me the perspective of
the Division I-A schools excluded from the Alliance/Super Alliance. Third, I am an
ex officio member of the Sugar Bowl, which gives me tﬁe perspective of the organi-
zations that are required to make huge monopoly payments in order to participate
in the Alliance/SuperAlliance rotation.

It must be emphasized, however, that while my positions as President of the
Sports Lawyers Association, Faculty Athletics Representative from Tulane Univer-
sity to the NCAA and Conference USA, and member of the Sugar Bowl give me a
familiarity with and a variety of perspectives on this matter, I speak here only as
an individual. I am not authorized to speak for or to represent ane University,
Conference USA, the Sugar Bow], or the Sports Lawyers Association, and the views
I express here are mine alone.

1. THE SUPER ALLIANCE AND THE ANTITRUST RULE OF REASON

The Subcommittee is already thoroughly familiar with the terms of the Bowl Alli-
ance, which began in the 1995 college football season and runs through the 1997
season, and the new Bowl Super Alliance, which will become effective in the 1998
season. It would be redundant to recite their details here. However, certain features
of the arrangements are crucial to understanding the antitrust implications of the
Bowl Alliance and the new SuPer Alliance. (From iereonout, unless otherwise noted,
all references to “the Alliance” will be to the Super Alliance that will begin in the
1998 season.)

The Alliance is an arrangement among the teams comprising the six particisating
conferences (the Big East Football, the Atlantic Coast, the Big Twelve, the Pacific
Ten, the Big Ten, and the’ Southeastern) and the University of Notre Dame to deal
exclusively in providing their top teams for post-season games with four selected
bowl games, one of which will host the so-called national championship game every
year on a rotating basis. Because the strong likelihood is that the nation’s top two
ranked teams at the end of each regular season will be a member of the Alliance,
this group effectively controls the post season bowls, all of which strongly desire to
host the premier post-season event at least once every few years. Thus, the Super
Alliance asks every bowl that wants to host the championship game to “bid” for the
privilege of being one of the four selected bowls. The highest bidders then become
part of the scheme, hosting the championship game on a rotating basis. The bowls
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that are not among the highest bidders are excluded from the championship game
rotation and thus take on the status of a lesser or minor bowl.

Whether this set of arrangements violates Sherman Act section 1 as an agreement
in restraint of trade, or section 9 as a conspiracy to monopolize, is a reasonably close
question. There are clearly both procompetitive and anticompetitive effects of the Al-
liance, as these concepts have evolved in the jurisprudence since the late 1970s.
There are also arguably less restrictive altemagives that could be factored into the
anilf'sis. My assessment is that it is unlikely that a le%al challenge to the Alliance
would be resolved either way on motion as a matter of law. Rather, it would be de-
cided by a dury in a protracted rule of reason trial after extended discovery. As any
experienced antitrust practitioner knows, verdicts in such cases are unpredictable.
However, my own judgment is that because the plaintiffs) would grobably choose
the forum, because the equities are stronﬁly against the Alliance, because the rel-
evant standards of proof probably favor the plaintiffis), and because a good plain-
tiffs’ lawyer could easily portray the Alliance power-brokers as arrogant and greedy,
the ;dds in favor of a jury finding the Alliance to violate the rule of reason are quite
good. . .

A. Procompetitive Effects

On the procompetitive side of the rule of reason balance, the Alliance does create
a product that is very popular with consumers of intercollegiate football yet was not
consistently available prior to the original Bowl Alliance—namely, a national cham-
pionship game.! Thus, by making a new attractive product available, the Alliance
creates an efficiency that is definitely a procompetitive effect, similar to the new
groduct that BMUASCAP created in the blanket license for co! yri%ted songs in

roadcat Music, Inc. v. Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc., 441 U.S. 1 (1979).
However. the lesson of Broadcast Music is only that when such efficiencies are gen-
erated, it is inappropriate to apply a rule of per se illegality. The agreement must
still be considered under the rule of reason by weighing its procompetitive effi-
ciencies against its anticompetitive effects.

B. Anticompetitive Effects

Anticompetitive effects are those injuries to consumers that flow from an increase
in market power that the targeted agreement creates for its participants by reduc-
ing or eliminating competition among them. Those injuries are manifested in the
form of higher than competitive prices and lower than coxllﬁetitive output levels or
product quality. There are two distinct ways in which the Alliance creates such anti-
competitive effects—(1) a decrease in output and product quality in the market in
which college football is sold to consumers during the regu?ar and post season: and
(2) an increase in prices for the four Alliance bowFs.

1. Decrease in output & product quality of college football

Consumers of college athletics are to a great extent motivated by emotional loy-
alty to a particular school. Certainly, many consumers will be attracted to a at
game between two powerful football teams. However, many are interested in college
ootball primarily because they are personally affiliated with one of the schools or
because a team 1s affiliated with a local or regional college. Thus, many fans of the
University of Cincinnati football team are not interested in Florida State's team
even if it is the best team in the countf?. .

This makes colliie football very different from typical service or manufacturing
industries in that all producers have a consumer base that another producer cannot
take from them, even if the other producer has the best team in &e country and
the first producer the worst. Thus, any restructuring of the Division I-A football in-

11t should be pointed out that the reason there was rarely a national championship game
rior to the advent of the Bowl Alliance was not that the free market did not work, but rather
cause so many conferences had prearran%ed contracts to send their champion to a specific
bowl—the SEC to the Sugar Bowl; the Big Ten and Pac Ten to the Rose Bowl, the Southwest
Conference to the Cotton Bowl, and the Big Eight to the Orange Bowl. This made it very un-
likely that the top two teams at the end of the year would end up in the same bowl. It is quite
likely that in a free market in which each bowl, alff'ned with a corporate gponsor and a tele-
vision network, would bid for the teams that woul play in its game, one bowl could project
enough revenues contingent on getting a championship %ame to lure the top two teams. Thus,
a free market could produce the only procompetitive benefit of the Alliance probably just as well.
However, because the huge revenues from such a game would flow only to the two participating
teams (who might share them with their conference partners), this would create a destabilizing
revenue disparity among college programs to an even greater extent than the Alliance creates.
However, if the revenue disparity problem could be alleviated through a broader sharing of
postseason football revenues, a national championship game would be far more desirable if pro-
duced through the workings of a free market, not an Alliance controlled market.
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dustry that either relegates a large number of schools to lower and permanent sec-
ond-tier (i.e., lower cﬁuality) status, or causes some schools to drop football alto-
gether, will result in less consumption of college football since the loyal fans of the
affected schools will either have a poorer or no team to follow. This would be a clear
decline in product quality and output.?

This is precisely the effect the Alliance will have on Division I-A—it will drive
the roughly 50 Division I-A schools not included in the Alliance permanently out
of the highest level of college football and will create an insurmountable artificial
barrier to entry for any college that wants to participate in football at the highest
level. This barrier to entry will make it virtually impossible for an excluded school
ever to become a consistent winning program capable of providing high quality
sports entertainment for its fans. -

The Alliance argues that its schools are already much stronger football programs
so that all it does is recognize an existing gap, but this arrogant claim is both too
overgeneralized and legally irrelevant. It is true that currently most of the schools
in the six Alliance conferences (although certainly not all) have in recent years put
“stronger” teams on the field than most non-Alliance schools (although again cer-
tainly not all) because of several circumstances not worth discussing here. But this
situation is not static and weaker programs can and sometimes do develop strong
programs with proper management if artificial barriers are not erected against
them. Even more significantly, however, the consumers (fans) of the non-Alliance
schools will suffer from even lower product quality than exists now, or possibly hav-
inﬁx no team at all, because of the exclusive membership criteria of the Alliance—
which is a clear anticompetitive effect that must be considered in a rule of reason
analysis whether or not the Alliance members regard the excluded 50 as being infe-
rior and unworthy.

The reason the Alliance will in a short time drive the excluded 50 Division I-A
schools into permanent second-tier status or out of the “business” altogether, and
will create insurmountable barriers to any new entry, is that it enormously enlarges
the financial and prestige gap between the “haves” and the “have nots” of college
football. This virtually guarantees that schools in Conference USA, the Western
_Athletic, Big West, and Mid-American Conferences, and the independents (except for
Notre Dame) will never be able to move into the upger tier of successful programs.
The Alliance thus transforms the roughly 113 member Division I-A into a self-ap-
pointed de facto 63 member elite league, with the 50 or so castoffs left to flounder
at a distinctly lower tier or to drop football altogether. This means that at a mini-
mum 275 current Division I-A games every year will either be eliminated or will
be distinctly less attractive to consumers, particularly the fans of these 50 schools.

‘The widening of the gap between the Alliance schools and the §0 excluded schools
will occur because of: (1) the lack of prestige suffered by the excluded schools be-
cause t&:ﬁ are not allowed to play for a guaranteed spot in a major bowl every gear,
which wi atly adversely affect their ability to recruit elite athletes, to obtain
lucrative television appearances during the regular season, and to attract large con-
tributions from alumni and other supporters; and (2) the absence of a share of the
guaranteed huge payout that at least one member of the conference would earn,
which will create a revenue gap making it impossible for excluded schools to match
the facilities, personnel, and services provided by the schools in the Alliance, all of
whom receive these huge annual guaranteed revenues. Exacerbating the problem
the revenue gap will be even larger than simply the post-season payout di erential
because the presti%;a of being among the top tier of conferences will enable Alliance
conferences and schools to earn relatively substantially greater gate receipts, tele-
vision fees, and corporate sponsorships during the regular season as well. :

The Alliance has publicly claimed that it does not injure non-Alliance schools be-
cause there are two “at large” spots in the four Alliance bowls that can go to any
school that the selecting bowls want, including a non-Alliance team. However, the
fact that one of the at [arge slots in the four Alliance howls can in theory go to a
non-Alliance school in a given year does not mitigate the exclusionary effects. In the
first place, it will be extremely rare for an excluded school to get one of those slots,
even when it appears objectively to be among the best teams in the country—wit-
ness the exclusion of Brigham Young University and the University of Wyoming
from any of the “major’ bowls this past year. But even more significantly, the
schools in the excluded conferences are not guaranteed an Alliance bowl spot or a
share of the monopoly profits derived from the huge bowl payouts. Every school in
the six included conferences knows that it will get a share of those payouts every

2Since every Division I-A football team generally plz;ys 11 or 12 games per year, for every
school that drops football, there is a decreased output of approximately six games available for
consumers every year.
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year no matter how weak it (or even its entire conference) is, and every school in
those conferences has the prestige of playing for a guaranteed spot in one of the
major bowls. The schools in the excluded conferences are never guaranteed and will
rarely receive these large revenues, and they will never have the important prestige
that comes from being in one of the self-anointed “power conferences.” Lacking this
prestige and financial ability to Frovide top quality facilities, personnel, and serv-
ices, the non-Alliance schools will be unable to recruit the better athletes and thus
behfoxiever barred from competing at anywhere near the same level as the Alliance
schools.

In short, membership in the Alliance is an essential facility, and a denial of access
to that facility will in a short time make it virtually impossible for a nonmember
school to survive successfully in Division I-A. This can be analogized to a manufac-
turing industry where the firms with the largest market shares got together and
formed an R&D joint venture that would guarantee them decisive technological ad-
vantages, and then denied membership in the joint venture to smaller market share
firms on the ground that they were not economically powerful enough to be worthy
of inclusion. In fact, in the incollegiate football business, the effect of exclusion from
this essential facility is even more detrimental to consumer welfare than in the
analogous manufacturing industry since in the latter, if the smaller firms were driv-
en out of business, their customers could simply switch to buying the larger firms’
output which, if the industry remains competitive, might be a perfect substitute at
no_higher a price. In college football, many fans of Brigham Young University,
Tulane, Ohio University, the University of Cincinnati, and the other 46 excluded
schools do not find football produced by Alliance member schools to be perfect sub-
stitutes. Therefore, excluding these schools from the essential facility, and thus the
industry, i;ljiures these consumers in a significant way that might not occur in a
more typical industry. i

A second output/quality reducing effect is that by identifyinfg four Alliance bowls
with huge financial payouts many times in excess of those of .any other bowl, the
Alliance relegates the non-Alliance bowls to permanent second-tier status of little
interest to consumers. And since this status undoubtedly will result in greatly re-
duced revenues from ticket sales, television rights fees (assuming a TV network is
willing to show the game at all) and corporate sponsorships (assuming a corporate
sponsor can be found), many of these second-tier bowls probably will be forced to
go out of business. .

.The fact that many of these bowls were already of lesser status is again of no
legal benefit for the Alliance. The free market assumes that new competitors can
seek to enhance their position in the marketplace, and that consumers are benefited
from the competition that occurs when larger firms are faced with such actual or
even potential competition. The Alliance eliminates that competition and dictates
which bowls will be first-tier bowls and which will be second-tier or possibly defunct.
Consumers attached to the excluded bowls will have the quality o? their preferred
product diminished or eliminated. This lower output and quality is an anticompeti-
tive effect that must also be factored into the rule of reason balance.

2. Monopoly pricing

In addition to the reduced output and product quality effects from squeezing 50
Division I-A schools and a dozen bowls out of the market, the Alliance also creates
the anticompetitive effect of arrogating to the Alliance members the market power
to charge above-competitive prices. This monotpoly pricing phenomenon affects the

or tickets and for corporate sponsor-
ships and the price charged for the television rights to the Alliance bowl games.

The tremendous market power that the Alliance possesses by its members agree-
ing not to comfet,e in selling their post-season participation, thus effectively allow-
ing it to control the championship game every year, enables it to extract huge finan-
cial bids (i.e., monopoly prices) from the bowls. However, because only two teams
play in the championship game every year, yet six conferences and one independent
school are members of the Alliance, some mechanism had to be devised to be sure
that the monopoly profits derived from this scheme did not go solely to the two
schools participating in the championship game and their conferences. Thus, the in-
clusion of four bowls in the rotation (three bowls in the original Alliance). Each
year, the three included bowls that do not host the championship game are required
to select their participating teams from a menu of eligible teams in a way that guar-
antees that at least one team from each of the six conferences will be in one of the
Alliance bowls, and which assures that Notre Dame will also have a slot if it has
a typically good season. Then, these three nonchampionship Alliance bowls are re-
quired to give to the teams playing in them essentially the same huge payout that
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is paid to the teams in the championship game bowl-—last year roughly $8.5 million
per team.

The upshot of this ingenious arrangement is that the four selected bowls are re-
quired to spread over a four year period the huge monopoly amount they are willing
:vodfay to host the championshig game once everf' four years. The eight teams that

ill play in these four “major” bowls include at least one from each of the six Alli-
ance conferences, leaving the remaining two “at large” slots to be filled by Notre
Dame (if it has a decent season) and/or a second team from one of the six con-
ferences and/or a non-Alliance team. The payouts received by the teams who are
members of the six participating conferences are then given back to their respective
conferences and distributed among the other members of each conference so that
every year each school in these six conferences is guaranteed a share of at least one
huge monopoly bowl payout.

t is clear that the prices. charged by the Alliance to be an Alliance bowl (after

a bidding process) is much higher than the prices bowls had to pay before the origi-
nal Alliance was created to get teams to participate. Indeed, that was the very pur-
ose of the Alliance, and its creators have bragged about its success in accompfi,sh-
ing that objective. Payouts by the three Alliance bowls (the Fiesta, the Sugar, and
the Orange) after the 1994 season were less than half the $8.5 million payout they
were forced to make after the 1996 season. These bowls, however, are merely the
conduit, with the ultimate “victims” of the monopoly pricing being the fans who had
to pay dramatically hi%her prices for game tickets (Sugar Bowl ticket prices doubled
from $50 to $100 in 1995, the first year of the Alliance), corporate sponsors like
Nokia (Sugar Bowl), and the networks that had to pay dramatically greater rights
fees (which are then passed on to advertisers and eventually to consumers). Thus,
the Alliance has caused an anticompetitive effect that is among those that the Sher-
man Act aims to prevent—the transfer of wealth (specifically, consumer surplus)
from consumers to the producers who enable themselves to coerce this wealth trans-
fer by agreeing not to compete in some aspect of their business.? -

That there is a substantial wealth transfer is not even disguised. The openly stat-

.ed goal of the Alliance by its creators, the commissioners of the participating con-

ferences, when first conceived was to increase greatly the revenues of the athletic
programs at the schools in the participating conferences, revenue that they claimed
was sorely needed to cover escalatin, atl-ﬁetic costs. Although the commissioners
didn’t characterize it this way, the Alliance was designed to create market power
and to exploit that power to extract greatly increased monopoly profits from consum-
ers of post-season college football.

There are a couple of defensive arguments that the Alliance has publicly made
on this point. First is that the increased revenues are not the result of market
power, but rather the result of creating a much better and more valuable product
that more consumers want to watch. Second is that: the increased revenue from this
scheme is justified because it is used to further the interests of nonprofit institu-
tions of higher education and their athletic programs. Neither argument is legiti-
mate in an antitrust analysis.

First, there is no doubt that by creating an attractive national championship
game, the Alliance has created economic value that did not exit before. This is the
procompetitive side of the ledger I acknowledged earlier. But because there can be
only one championship game, the entity that controls it almost by definition has mo-
nopoly market power to sell it—i.e., the power to charge consumers the full value
of the monopoly surplus. Market power is the abiliij{l.to maximize profits by charg-

Alliance’s cost to produce its four
annual bowl games is no greater than the cost of producing those games was before
the Alliance. In a sports entertainment marketplace characterized by perfect com-
petition, the Alliance would not be able to charge buyers of its product(s) more than
its marginal cost to produce it. However, because the national championship game
is unique, the Alliance created for itself the market power to exploit Rxl.ly the value
it created. In short, the Alliance has done consumer welfare a favor by producing
a valuable product, but it takes back much of the favor by extracting alf of the eco-

31f one takes a pure “Chicago School” view, the only goal of antitrust law is to prevent restric-
tions on the quantity and quality of output. Under this view, monopoly pricing is not by itself
an anticompetitive effect because antitrust is unconcerned with wealth transfers and only con-
cerned with output maximization. I do not believe that the law has yet come around to this ex-
treme position despite there being some theoretical justification for it. Noneconomic populist

- goals have been discarded beginning in the mid-1970s, but most courts have not yet come to

Q

accept the idea that charging monopoly prices is not a matter of antitrust concern if the plaintiff

cannot prove decreased output. Wealth transfers (i.e., the transfer of consumer surplus from

ionsumers to producers) is still generally accepted as being an anticompetitive effect for section
purposes.
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nomic value of that product for its own members through monopoly pricing—and the
monopoly pricing is not only for the championship game bowl, but also for the three
other Alf\"ance bowls that have much less economic value.

As for the second Alliance argument—that it is justifiable to use monopoly profits
to fund college athletic programs at nonprofit institutions—it simply is not accurate.
A substantial wealth transfer from consumers to producers is no less an anti-
competitive effect in a rule of reason analysis if the producers extractini the monop-
oly profits are nonprofit institutions. The Sherman Act makes no such distinction
among defendants. The creation of monopoly market power by independent produc-
ers agreeing not to compete, which results 1n their reaping monopoly profits at the
expense of consumers, is a significant anticompetitive effect that barring overriding
procompetitive benefits will render such agreements illegal—period. The fact that
cartel members are nonprofit institutions or use monopoly profits in part for what
they might regard as a worthy cause instead of for shareholder dividends is not a
defense, nor sﬁould it be. In the present case, if public policy warrants a public sub-
sidy for college athletics, it shoul?i be provided directly and with restrictions requir-
ing that the subsidy be used for the desired purposes. It is anticompetitive, economi- _
cally inefficient, and politically unsupportable to make consumers indirectly sub-
sidize the Alliance members’ athletic programs without any restrictions on how that
subsidy is to be spent. (And it might be added that not all the profits go for the
benefit of student-athletes. A substantial amount goes to increase the salaries and

erquisites of the conference commissioners, athletic directors, and coaches—the de
acto equity owners of the “nonprofit” college football enterprise).

In short, the Alliance has substantial anticompetitive effects that are caused by
the market power the Alliance arrangement creates for its members. These effects
are (1) reduced output and product quality from relegating 50 Division I-A football
teams and roughly a dozen bowl games to lower and permanent second-tier status,
and possibly forcing many of them to go out of “business,”and (2) monopoly pricing
-of the four Alliance post-season football bowl games which causes a significant
wealth transfer of consumer surplus from consumers of post-season football to the
63 Alliance members. In a rule of reason trial, these anticompetitive effects would
have to be balanced against the procompetitive benefit of providing a national cham-

ionship game every year. How a Jury would decide the matter is far from certain.

owever, two further points should be made in this regard. .

a. The rule of reason balancing guidelines

The law is not clear about how juries should be instructed to balance gro- and
anti-competitive effects when there is a significant presence of both. Most Supreme
Court_and circuit court decisions in this area involve cases where the issue pre-
sented is whether one side of the equation so clearly overwhelms the other that
granting summary judgment for one side or the other is appropriate. There is pre-
cious little guidance about how juries should be instructed to balance the apples and
oranges of pro- and anti-competitive effects when the balance does not obviously and
strongly tilt in one direction. ’

My own view, and probably the best interpretation of the caselaw, is that because
antitrust is aimed specifically at aggregations of market power that injure consumer
welfare, once a plaintiff establishes significant anticompetitive effects, the burden
is then on the defendant(s) to prove that procompetitive benefits clearl{ and sub-
stantially outweigh those negative effects. Put another way, the logic of the Sher-
man Act sug%ests that in a rule of reason balance, the tie goes to the plaintiff—
or alternatively, that once the plaintiff has established a prima facie case of signifi-
cant anticompetitive effects, the burden is on the defendant(s) to prove by clear and
convincing evidence that there are procompetitive benefits that more than justify
the negative effects.

If this is an accurate characterization of the law, it would increase the likelihood
that a jury would return a verdict against the Alliance. Clearly the Alliance has sig-
nificant anticompetitive effects, and it is not clear that the rocompetitive effect of
producing a championship game every year would be foun(f by a jury to be suffi-
ciently clear and substantial. This is particularly so because in my judgment most
of the equities in the case that influence jury perceptions are against tElen Alliance.

b. Less restrictive alternative doctrine

The Alliance also suffers by the often referred to but conceptually elusive “less
restrictive alternative” doctrine. I have done a fair amount of research on this doc-
trine and have so far concluded only that nobody really knows what it is, what it
allows plaintiffs to alle%e or attempt to prove, or how juries should be instructed
to factor it into the analysis. However, many courts have applied some form of less
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" restrictive alternative notion in rule of reason cases, and virtually none have re-
jected it outright. Thus, the presence of a less restrictive alternative (whatever that
means ) can only hurt the chances of defendants prevailing with a j in a close
case. Since in the Alliance’s case, a national championship game couigrge produced
(i.e., the same procompetitive benefits achieved) under arrangements that would
cause far less injury to the market and consumer, this further increases the likeli-
hood that the All’iance scheme would be found illegal. .

An agreement among every Division I-A school (or a one-game event run directly
through the NCAA structure) that would select one bowl or site for a matchup of
the number one and two ranked teams every year (with the bowl or site being ro-
tated annually among maybe a dozen locations), at a time somewhat removed from
the other bowl games, would produce exactly the same procompetitive benefit as the
Alliance. However, all of the other bowls would then be on an equal basis in a free
market to compete for all of the remaining teams, and none would be permanently
relegated to second class status or put at risk of being forced out of the market alto-
gether. Further, the revenues generated from the national championship game, after

aying the two participating teams a reasonable premium (perhaps $1 million each)
or their costs and success, would be allocated in a reasonable manner among all
of the 113 or so Division I-A schools, in much the same way revenues from the
NCAA men’s basketball tournament are distributed today. This would not give any
conference or its members the special prestige of being guaranteed an “Alliance”
bowl :got or a huge monopoly payout, no matter how good or bad they maK have
been that year, and it would not relegate any Division I-A conference or school to
an artificially created second class status or risk of being driven out of '%lla ing Divi-
sion I-A football altogether. The free market would thus decide which schools
played in which post-season games and which schools and conferences got the pay-
outs associated with those games (other than the championship game itself), not
some predetermined scheme invented by six conference commissioners who have de-
cided that their conferences are always and forever worthy of being among the elite
while the other conferences never are. :

As for monopoly pricing, the fact is that if there is going to be a championship
game, it will be suﬂil)cientfy unique and attractive that whoever controls it will have
monopoly market power in selling it. Thus, if we want consumers to have the bene-
fit of such a game, absent direct government regulation,4 consumers of that game
will undoubtedly be charged supercompetitive (i.e., substantially above cost) prices.
However, in an industry where the quality and quantity of the output digends on
maintaining athletic competitive balance across the industry, it is crucial that reve-
nues be distributed in a manner that allows all teams to remain viable. Thus, while
there will be monopoly pricing of a national championship game (absent direct gov-
ernment regulationg, the revenue derived from that can be shared in a manner that
allows all Division I-A schools to field viable competitive teams. Otherwise, the con-
sumers (i.e., fans) of these schools will suffer from diminished product quality, and
if a school is forced to drop football altogether, from diminished output as well.

Thus, without direct regulation, there is little that can be done to diminish the
anticompetitive effect of monopoly pricing. However, the Alliance’s anticompetitive
effect of driving 50 Division I-A teams and a dozen or so bowl games into a lower
and permanent second tier status can be largely avoided while the procompetitive
benegt of having a national championship game can still be preserved. If the less
restrictive alternative doctrine means anything, this must be a classic ‘example of
where it should be applied to weigh against the Alliance arrangements. (In fact, this
is the one ground upon which a court might determine the Alliance to be illegal as
a matter of law on summary judgment.) .

In conclusion the Alliance creates both pro- and anticompetitive effects that would
likely have to be weighed by a jury in a rule of reason trial. The e(ﬁuities against
the Alliance, the fact that in close cases a substantial burden probably falls on de-
fendants to justify their anticompetitive agreements, and the presence of a clear less

4Such regulation would be entirely appropriate. “Owning” a national championship game
would necessarily give the entity natural monopoly power, and the generally accepted remed
for curbing the power of a natural monopoly is government regulation. It would be quite justi-
fied for some agency of the government to establish maximum prices that an entity putting on
a championship college football game could charge in order to protect the public from havin
all of the consumer surplus generated by such a game flow to the producers of it. However,
mention this merely in a footnote because I fully recognize that the political mood of the country
is strongly against big government and government regulation and that Congress probably has
little desire or political will to impose such price regulation on the college sports industry. That
being so, however, Congress has little ground to complain when sports consumers are charged
enormous monopoly prices for the game in the form of ticket prices and sponsorship and tele-
vision rights fees.
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restrictive alternative all suggest that the verdict would likely be against the Alli-
ance. But as any antitrust litigator knows, such verdicts are unpredictable.

II. THE REAL EVIL OF THE ALLIANCE—THE ELEVATION OF COMMERCIALISM OVER THE
TRUE VALUES OF COLLEGIATE ATHLETICS

While I believe that the Alliance raises some serious antitrust issues, and that
a challenge could come out either way in litigation, I am firmly opposed to the Alli-
ance for other reasons—namely, that it ungermines the fundamental values that
underlie intercollegiate athletics. College sports is not supposed to be about commer-
cialism or even maximizing consumer welfare. The fact that we even consider this
industry from an antitrust perspective unfortunately suggests that it is one, like all
industries, whose legitimacy should be measured by whether it maximizes the wel-
fare of consumers in the commercial marketplace—yet that is not and should not
be what college sports is all about.5

Intercollegiate athletics is supposed to be about education and amateur student-
athletes. We should run our programs with the primary emphasis on optimizing the
welfare of the young men and women who play sports while they are getting their
education. We should try to preserve the amateur nature of this enterprise and be
always vigilant of the need to preserve the academic and moral integ'n{‘y of the in-
stitutions of higher learning upon which our nation’s future depends. To turn this
amateur athletic enterprise designed to give students an extracurricular activity
through which to broaden their horizons into a purely revenue driven commercial
business that caters to the welfare of consumers is a perversion of the values for
which it was founded and should stand.

This is why the Alliance is so offensive—it accelerates and magnifies the perverse
commercial motivations and values that have all too much corrupted intercollegiate
athletics. Of course, athletics departments need money to operate and provide good
athletic opportunities for student-athletes. But our desire to generate tglese needed
revenues ias gone wildly out of control, creating a financial and commercial “arms
race” among schools that creates a never ending upward spiraling need for more
revenues in order to beat the other guys. The tragedy is that in our never-ending
rush to make more and more money, we have lost sight of our real purpose—to edu-
cate and broaden opportunities for young men and women. Today, our purpose is
all too often simply raising revenue, and the students whom we are supposed to be
serving all too often become the exploited pawns in our fanatic drive to pay coaches
more and more and to build grander and more beautiful arenas and stadia. The Alli-
ance is the ultimate corrupt symbol of this noble idea run amok.

What the Alliance does, all for the purpose of raising more revenues for its mem-
bers, is tell thousands of student-athletes at 50 non-Alliance schools that they are
not worthy of participating in Division I-A. If this were the NFL and professional
athletes whose job is to produce a product for public consumption, I would not ob-
“ject. But this is about kids and participation opportunities and amateur athletics—
or at least it’s supposed to be. To deny opportunities to thousands of such youn,
men (and men and women in the other sports at these schools) so that the 63 self.
proclaimed “worthy” Alliance schools can make even more money to pay their coach-
es and athletic directors (and conference commissioners) even huger salaries and
lil\)'e fine lifestyles in plush facilities is a perversion of what this industry is all
about.

What the Alliance also does is create enormous economic and political power in
the hands of the Alliance power-brokers—the six conference commissioners who do
not work-on college campuses and who are unaccountable for anything but the prof-
its they are able to generate for their member schools. This in turn re atively weak-
ens_the influence of the NCAA itself. While much criticism has justifiably been lev-
eled against the NCAA for various things over the years, it is still a far preferable
entity to ﬁovem college sports than this self-appointed clique of conference commis-
sioners who care only about revenues and think that only their schools and students

5Several courts over the years have recognized this fundamental difference of intercollegiate
sports as an industry in rejecting antitrust challenges to various NCAA rules designed to create
competitive balance among the schools, define amateurism, and the like, essentially on the basis
that the NCAA is not a commercially driven business, but rather one that promotes noncommer-
cial values that antitrust cannot address. See, e.g., Banks v. NCAA, 977 F.2d 1081 (7th Cir.
1992)rule making é)layer declaring eligibility for NFL draft ineligible is not illegal); McCormick
v. NCAA, 845 F.2d 133 (5th Cir. 1988)eligibility rules and “death penalty” are not illegal):
Hennessey v. NCAA, 564 F.2d 1136 (5th Cir. 1977) (rule limiting number of football assistant
coaches is not illegai). Thus, the merits of schemes affecting college athletics cannot and should
not be judged solely or primarily on their impact on consumer welfare, but rather on their im-
pact on the basic principles underlying the enterprise.
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are worthy. The NCAA is a highly visible nonprofit organization with over 900
members, run in Division I by a board of college presidents, that has a much broad-
er perspective and mission than simply maximizing profits for a sg)up- of 63 schools.
Whatever its faults, taking power and influence away from Cedrick Dempsey and
his staff, and the board of presidents, who are all charged with the difficult task
of protective amateurism, academic integrity, and the welfare of student-athletes
against the pressures of commercialism, and giving that power to six unaccountable
conference commissioners is pernicious and harmful to the principles and values of
intercollegiate athletics and even higher education.

If the Alliance is to be allowed to take control of intercollegiate football and make
its highest level the permanent protected property of 63 athletic programs, all so
those 63 can squeeze even more revenue out ofP the public, then there is little doubt
that Division I-A college football has crossed the line from being an amateur sport
to being a purely commercially driven business. If so, its entire set of rules and reg-
ulations should be subject to. antitrust scrutiny, from its limiting the compensation
of the athletes to a scholarship (price fixing) to limiting the number of games (out-
put restrictions) to limiting the number of coaches (quality restrictions) to what-
ever.® Likewise, the athletes should be treated as employees, protected by workers
compensation, the National Labor Relations Act, and OSHA. Football programs
should be taxed as commercial businesses. These 63 schools should not be allowed
to have their cake and eat it too—to have as their primary objective commercial rev-
enue maximization while being allowed to avoid antitrust, labor, tax, and other laws
on the ground that big-time football is just a college extracurricular activity.

III. ANTITRUST ENFORCEMENT AGAINST THE ALLIANCE IS UNLIKELY

Despite the fact that a strong antitrust challen?e could be made against the Alli-
ance, and that it is a perversion of what intercollegiate athletics is supposed to be
about, a serious legal challenge is unlikely to happen because of the tremendous co-
ercive political and economic power of the members of the Alliance. One cannot
overstate the tremendous economic and political influence of the major college
sgorts interests at the 63 Alliance schools and their conferences. In state after state,
the football and basketball coaches at State U. are extraordinarily popular and in-
fluential, as are the wealthy and influential boosters of those schools, most of whom
are members of the Alliance. This gives the conference commissioners and athletic
directors involved in the Alliance the ability to deter serious challenges to it, wheth-
er those challenges be by private or government plaintiffs in the courts or in Con-
gress.

The only conceivable private plaintiffs would be (1) the four Alliance bowls who
are being forced to make monopoly payments, (2) ABC which is also being charged
a monopoly fee, (3) the excluded bowls, or (4) one or more of the 50 excluded Divi-.
sion I-A schools. But none of these entities is likely to engage in an expensive, pro-
tracted, and politically dangerous legal war against the enormous power and influ-
ence of the Alliance.

. The peoFle who head up all of the likely challenger organizations are themselves
integral players in the intercollegiate sports industry, which by its nature requires
a large degree of cooperation ans1 interdependence among the schools, conferences,
bowls, television people, and others who make production and delivery of this enter-
tainment product to the public possible. The NCAA exists precisely because of the
inherent interdependence and need to cooperate in order to produce athletic com-
petition. Just as an example, a refusal by the 63 Alliance schools to schedule games
in any sport against a school that participated in a legal challenge against the Alli-
ance would essentially be the death of that school’s athletic program.

Furthermore, management jobs in this industry are extremely mobile. The execu-
tive director of a bowl, the commissioner of a conference, or the athletic director at
a school today was probably in a different job only a few years ago and will likely
be looking for another job a few years hence. None of them wants to alienate key
people in the business or to become the pariahs of the industry. The commissioners
of the Alliance conferences and the athletic directors and football coaches at their
63 member schools are among the most powerful and influential people in college
sports today. Thus the fear of being boycotted or ostracized by this powerful group

- will likely deter most would-be private plaintiffs. (Intercollegiate athﬁetics has often
been called a “good old boys network,” and the Alliance power brokers are among,
the first and foremost of those good old boys.) The only one rattling its sabres today

SFor a discussion of the antitrust implications of treating intercollegiate athletics as a com-
mercial business, see my recent law review article, Roberts, The NCAA, Antitrust, and
Consumer Welfare, 70 TUL. L. REV. 2631 (1996).
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is the Western Athletic Conference (the WAC) and its commissioner, Karl Benson,
and it is set to be determined if it has the financial and political will to mount a
serious legal attack. Rumor has it that Mr. Benson has already been completely os-
tracized by his fellow commissioners and will never get another top job in the indus-
try. :

Furthermore, excluded conferences like the WAC and Conference USA, the most
likely ?rivat.e plaintiffs, might have trouble persuading a court that they have the
type of antitrust injury necessary to give them standing to sue. This is a complex
issue that guarantees substantial legal expenses for such a plaintiff without any
guarantee that the result will be favorable. Also, the only likely remedy for an ex-
cluded conference would not be treble damages, since they have not been- directly
damaged in a monetary sense as the participating bowls have, but rather would be
an injunction against the continuation of the Alliance scheme. Thus, the WAC or
Conference USA would have to fight an expensive and protracted legal battle
against a determined, well-healed defendant with no likely monetary reward at the
end (other than attorneys fees)—while in the process being treated as the lepers of
college sports by the powerful Alliance.

This leaves the federal enforcement agencies. The FTC will not take any action
because it does not have jurisdiction over nonprofit entities, which the Alliance all
are. The Antitrust Division of the Justice Department could get involved, but it has
shown a remarkable lack of will to do so. In early 1996 I had three lengthy con-
versations with two lawyers from the Antitrust Division who were looking into the
original Alliance, yet suddenly their interest disappeared and no further investiga-
tion was made. I can only speculate why they lost interest, but the political clout
of the Alliance members cannot be dismissed. As noted above, the ability of the ath-
letic establishment at the Alliance member schools in many states—the athletic di-
rectors, the football and basketball coaches, and wealthy and/or powerful athletic
boosters—to mobilize the media and public opinion to their point of view is enor-
mous. One can only guess what political influence was brought to bear on the Anti-
trust Division to make it lose interest in challenging the Alliance.

The upshot is that neither potential private plaintiffs nor the government enforce-
ment agencies are able and likely to bring a substantial legal challenge against the
Alliance with its enormous economic and political power. %f this likely violation of
antitrust law and blight on the interests of both the public and colf,ege athletics
(other than at the Alliance member schools) is to be chec| ed, it will most likely have
to come from Congress (although I am not sanguine about this possibility either
given the substantial influence of the Alliance and its member schools over a large
number of members of Congress as well).

CONCLUSION

Whether the Bowl Alliance is illegal under section 1 of the Sherman Act is debat-
able. If challenged in litigation, the case would probably go to a jury after an expen-
sive and protracted proceeding. I believe that the odds favor a jury finding of illegal-
ity, but that is far from certain. : )

Nonetheless, I believe that the Bowl Alliance is fundamentally pernicious, not be-
cause it causes injury to consumer welfare or violates antitrust values, but because
it undermines the greater values that higher education and intercollegiate athletics
are supposed to promote—the values of providing developmental opportunities for,
and protecting the welfare of, young men and women pursuing higher education, of
promoting amateur athletics, and o protectin% the academic and moral integrity of
our nation’s colleges and universities. Intercollegiate athletics in football and men’s
basketball have already travelled too far down the path of commercialism and ex-
ploitation, but we at least still struggle through the NCAA to try to maintain the
difficult balance between the need for revenue and the values the enterprise is ulti-
mately all about. The Bowl Alliance represents nothing but the unchecked drive to
maximize the revenues of 63 football programs at the expense of every value for
which intercollegiate Sf;orts stands. Since a legal challenge to it is unlikely, Con-
gress should take the lead in abolishing the Alliance and returning the “business”
of running college sports to the NCAA. -

Senator DEWINE. David Baker is the special assistant to the
president at the University of Wyoming. Mr. Baker is responsible
for a number of areas, including legal affairs and intercollegiate
athletics, and he has previously ieen involved with the intercolle-
giate athletics program at Louisville as well.

Mr. Baker, thank you for joining us. You may proceed.
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STATEMENT OF DAVID L. BAKER

Mr. BAKER. Thank you. You have heard from Richard Peace

about our 1996 football season. I would like to note, however, to ev-
eryone that Richard is a mechanical engineering major, in addition
to his other obvious thespian accomplishments.
- The 1996 football season at Wyoming was not just a winning sea-
son. This team produced three All-Americans. It had two GTE Aca-
demic All-Americans. It placed eight members on the Western Ath-
letic Conference All-Academic Team. Its coach was honored by his
profession as the Region 4 Coach of the Year. This is what our
school and our State believes intercollegiate athletics should be
about. These are values we share with our Senators, Senator
Thomas and Senator Enzi.

Wyoming is a large State with a small population. We have pride
and toughness. We believe our football program reflects the values
of our State. In Wyoming, a really big football crowd is 30,000 peo-

le. That is almost 7 percent of the total State population. That is
ike a turnout of 600,000 in Michigan or 750,000 in Pennsylvania.
" The conventional wisdom is that the Alliance conferences play a
better brand of football and deserve the lion’s share of exposure
and revenues. But that is not how it works, as you have heard
today. You have heard all about the Alliance bowls, but that is only
part of the story. The Alliance conferences also have multiyear con-
tracts to control participation in most of the so-called less bowls.

The 1997 bowls are already set for the most part. For instance,
the Peach Bowl will match up the fourth selection and the Atlantic
Conference No. 3 team. Despite what Mr. Kramer says, I don’t
think that is a historical match-up. Or check the Gator Bowl. The
No. 2 pick from the Atlantic Coast Conference will play the second -
pick from the Big East. All this is already tied down contractually,
all before the first team takes the field or the first kickoff is re-
turned, and virtually all of these deals were in place last year.

To meet the terms of these deals, eight Bowl Alliance partici-
pants got bowl bids even though they were not ranked at. all. Two
of these teams had losing conference records, and that in a nutshell
is why there was no place for the University of Wyoming when all
the bowl] deals were played out in the 1996 football season.

There is a very real question as to whether the general public
even has a clue as to what went on. The public is still being told
these are bowl bids or that these are bowl invitations. Is this a vio-
lation of the antitrust laws? Good question. The Bowl Alliance is
paying out serious money to some of the best lawyers in America
to insulate them from that charge. '

But as you have noted and I note, no one from ABC TV, with
the TV rights to two-thirds of all the bowls and a financial interest
in 70 percent of the conference TV packages, has stepped forward
to explain the role TV plays in all of this. I would point out that
ABC did narrowly miss a bullet in the last antitrust action that
was taken with the CFA and ABC-Cap Cities when that was dis-
missed without prejudice.

I also regret that no university president from the NCAA board
of directors is here today to benefit from these panel discussions.
It is time for the leadership of the NCAA to consider that greed
should not be an attribute to be rewarded by these leaders of

}
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American higher education. I might add that the University of Wy-
oming voted against the NCAA governance structure that was dis-
cussed earlier, and also that we really seriously believe this is a
matter of legitimacy as to who is running college sports.
Senator DEWINE. Excuse me, Mr. Baker. Wyoming voted against
what? I didn’t understand that. : ' '
Mr. BAKER. When the NCAA voted to restructure the governance
to place a majority in the hands of the Alliance presidents, the Uni-
versity of Wyoming saw that as an exercise in self-denial, really,
to vote for a structure that would forever foreclose us from the-
prospect of the very top tier of participation. :
Senator DEWINE. Thank you. -
[The prepared statement of Mr. Baker follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DAVID L. BAKER

Good afternoon, I am David Baker, Special Assistant to the President of the Uni-
versity of Wyoming. Thank you for the opportunity to come before you todai' to talk
labotgt an aspect ofg college sports that Wyomingites and their University feel strong-
y about.

Two of the principles we try to teach our children are: No. 1—stand up for what's
rightfully yours and No. 2—don’t take more than your share.

en the young men on the University of Wyoming football team had a 10-2 sea-
son, a No. 22 National Ranking and were excluded from post-season play, the uni-
versity felt we needed to stand up. This was not just a winning season:

o This team produced three All Americans. )

o It had two GTE academic All Americans. .

o It produced leaders in several NCAA individual and team statistical categories.

o It placed eight members on the Western Athletic Conference All-academic team.

o Its coach was honored by his profession as the Region 4 Coach of the Year.

bThis is what our school and our state believes intercollegiate athletics should be
about.

When our team was snubbed we stood up: Our president wrote letters to his pres-
idential colleagues asking for redress. Our representative to the NCAA Convention
made vigorous objections on the convention floor. We backed our Conference in call-
ing for an NC study of post season play. And, when all these efforts were
brushed aside, we came to Washington'ancf brought our case to our Senators—Sen-
ator Thomas and Senator Enzi.

Wyoming is a large state with a small population. We have pride and toughness.
We believe our football program reflects the values of our state. We are always com-
petitive; but we can never be a sports dynasty. In Wyoming, a really big football
crowd is 30,000 people. That's almost seven percent of the total state population.
That’s like a turnout of 600,000 in Michigan or 700,000 in Ohio or three quarters
of a million in Pennsylvania. We do not fear failure, but we resent being mar-

inalized and victimized by the sports establishment. We do not want the big time
ootball (Fowers and network TV executives assigning W oming football to a second
tier. And that’s where we’ll be as long as the big time scKools can tell recruits, “You
can go to Wyoming, but you will never play in a bowl game.” I am here because
the University feels obliged to stand up for its student-athletes,

A member of our 1996 Football Team, Richard Peace, a civil engineering major,
is speaking to you today to let you know how this set of circumstances affected him
and his teammates. I am here to share with you why I believe it happened.

The reason is simple: The College Bowl Alliance took more than their share. I
would submit that they wanted—and took—as much money as they could grab. Rec-
ognition of achievement took a back seat. The promotion of intercollegiate competi-
tion was irrelevant. -

o Eight Bowl Alliance participants split up about $64 million last year.

o Twenty-eight other schools divided about $35 million.

o Of that $35 million, less than $4 million went to non-Alliance particinants.

The conventional wisdom is that the Alliance Conferences play a better brand of
football and deserve the lion’s share of the exposure—and the revenue. But, that’s
not how it works.

o Every Conference in the Alliance will each get a New Years Day bowl bid for
its champion—no matter what their national ran ing. That is guaranteed by a long-
term contract. '

RIC 107.

B A v 7ex: Provided by ERIC



103

o So, last January we saw Alliance Conference participants which were rated No. -
20, No. 10, No. 7 and No. 6 stepping up to collect about $8.5 million each. While
Brigham Young University, rankes 0. 5 in the nation, was relegated to a post-sea-
son bowl that paid $2 million. ’

And, that is only part of the story. The Alliance Conferences also have multi-year
contracts to control participation in most of the so-called “lesser bowls.”

Just take a look at the information taken from last week’s NCAA News to see
who will be playing in the Bowls after the 1997 Football Season. If you are a South-
eastern Conference fan, you will see:

o Florida Citrus Bowl—SEC second selection v. Big Ten #2 team

o Outback Bowl—SEC third selection v. Big Ten #3

o Peach Bowl—SEC fourth selection v. Atlantic Coast #3

o Independence Bowl—SEC fifth selection v. An At-Large Team

Or, check the Gator Bowl to learn that the #2 pick from the Atlantic Coast Con-
ference will play the second pick from the Big East.

All of this is already tied down contractually. All before the first team takes the
field or the first kick off is returned. And, virtually all of these deals were in place’
last year. To meet the terms of these deals, eight Bowl Alliance articipants got
bow! bids even though they were not ranked. Two of these teams had losing con-
ference records. Only one Bowl Alliance school with the NCAA minimum record to
qualify for post-season play had to stay home. And that, in a nutshell, is why there
was no place for the University of Wyoming when all the bowl deals were played
out for the 1996 season. There is a real question as to whether recognition of
achievement or promotion of intercollegiate competition has any place at all in this
culture of Big Time Football. And there’s a very real question as to whether the gen-
eral public has been given even a clue as to what’s going on. The public is still being
told these are “bowl bids” or “bowl invitations.”

Is this a violation of the anti-trust laws? Good question. The Bowl Alliance is pay-
ing out serious money to some of the best lawyers in America to insulate them from -

- that charge. But I note that no one from ABC, with TV rights to two-thirds of the
bowls and a financial interest in 70 percent of the conference TV packages, has
stepﬁed forward to explain the role TV plays in all of this.

I have submitted to the Subcommittee a background statement which attempts
to put the position of the University of Wyoming into a broad perspective. It all
comes down to this: It's time somebody stood up to say what’s right and what's
wrong with the fpreseni: bowl system. I regret that no University President from the
NCAA Board of Directors could be here today to benefit from these panel discus-
sions. It's time for the leadership of the NCAA to consider that greed should not
be an attribute to be rewarded by the leaders of American Higher Education.

Senator DEWINE. Our next witness is James Delany, who has
been the commissioner of the Big 10 Conference since 1989. Prior
to this, Mr. Delany was the commissioner for the Ohio Valley Con-
ference. In addition, he currently serves on the USA Basketball Ex-
ecutive Committee and as the president of the Collegiate Commis-
sioners Association. ‘

Mr. Delany, thank you very much for joining us.

STATEMENT OF JAMES E. DELANY

Mr. DELANY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me just tell you a
little bit about the Big 10. We have 11 institutions in the Big 10,
and so maybe our ability to rank and count is maybe no better
than the writers at this point. We have 400,000 students under
roof at those 11 universities, and we have over 3 million living
alumni dispersed around the country.

As far as the intercollegiate athletic programs are concerned, we
have 250 men’s and women’s teams, over 7,000 participating men
and women student-athletes, and over $50 million of financial aid
going to those student-athletes. So we are very proud of the com-
prehensive, broad-based programs that exist in tﬁe Big 10 and we
-think it is a real opportunity engine. All but a small fraction of the
revenues used to finance this are generated by the programs them-
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selves and they are not in competition with other departments in
the university for funding.

I appreciate the opportunity to be here today to discuss the Col-
lege Football Bowl Alliance and the Big 10’s role in it. As Mr. Kra-
mer noted, we believe that the Alliance is good for college football
and its fans. It does create the opportunity for a championship
game, and we believe it strengthens the bowl system that has
added excitement to college football for over 80 years. I would like
to focus my remarks on the Big 10’s role in the Alliance.

For more than 50 years, our champion has been rewarded with
a New Year’s Day match in the Rose Bowl against the Pac-10
champion. The Rose Bowl is part of the fabric of life in the Big 10
and tﬁe Midwest. All of us associated with Big 10 football cherish
this partnership and have been reluctant to alter it in any way. For
that reason, as well as our contractual relationships with other

. bowls, we did not participate in the bowl coalition. :
The formation of the Bowl Alliance, however, increased the
.chances of a national championship game and began to change our
thinking. That review got a push in 1994 when our conference
champion, Penn State, completed an unbeaten regular season with
a solid Rose Bowl win over a good Oregon team, but was ranked
No. 2 behind Nebraska. Many in the conference began to feel that
Big 10 teams should have a chance to win a national championship
on the field if they earned it.

At the same time, the Big 10 has, and continues to oppose an
NFL-style college football playoff. We believe it would undermine
the bowl structure by diminishing interest in all other post-season
games. Over time, we believe it would drive other bowls out of
business, depriving hundreds of athletes the opportunity for post-
season competition. We also believe that it would complicate and
multiply the demands and pressures on the athletes that are now
in school. We believe that the Alliance has found a way to arrange
a championship game without the drawback of a playoff system.

The challenge for the Big 10 was how to give our champion a po-
tential spot in the championship game without destroying the Rose
Bowl tradition. The negotiations were very difficult, both internally
and externally—conversations with our coaches, student-athletes,
athletic directors, and presidents. In a very real sense, this change
involved a dramatic change in the way we view life in college foot-
ball in the Midwest.

In the end, we altered our traditional Rose Bowl arrangement to
ensure a national title game. We also agreed that in January 2002,
our champion, unless ranked one or two, would not play in the
Rose Bowl for the first time in 57 years so that the Rose Bowl
could host the championship match that would be available to any
I-A member institution. In exchange, we insisted that our cham-
pion be ensured a spot in an Alliance bowl—compensation we felt
only fair for giving up the exclusive control over the Rose Bowl
which we feel like we have built equity in over the last half cen-
tury.

Finally, some in our conference still wonder if we made the right
choice. In January 2002, when the Rose Bow] hosts the title game,
the Big 10 champion will not play in the Rose Bowl for the first
time in 57 years unless it is ranked one or two. That means that

‘ 109

IToxt Provided by ERI



105

these Big 10 athletes will miss out on what may be a once-in-a-life-
time opportunity to play in Pasadena in this half-century-plus New
Year’s Day game. That is a big sacrifice. On balance, we believe
these changes are good for the Big 10 and for college football fans,
who for the first time will be virtually guaranteed a championship
game. The Big 10 is pleased to be part of it. :

So while there is a good bit of complexity, we feel that the situa-
tion is improved from our perspective. The way the story has been
explained and the impact it has had on people sometimes makes
it appear that people are just helping themselves at the trough,
when, in fact, I think that the conferences who have involved them-
selves, including the Big 10, have made dramatic sacrifices and
changes in relationships that they have developed over a long pe-
riod of time in order to bring about a game that we think the
American public is desirous of seeing. :

Thank you. )

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Delany, thank you very much.

[(The prepared statement of Mr. Delany follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES E. DELANY

Good Afternoon Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: My name is
Jim Delany, and I am the Commissioner of the Big Ten Conference. I have held that
osition for the last 8 years, and prior to that I was Commissioner of the Ohio Val-
ey Conference for 10 years. During my own college days, I played basketball at the

hiversity of North Carolina under Coach Dean Smith. That was a wonderful expe-
rience for me, enabled me to get a first-rate education, and prepared me to seck a
law degree, which I also obtained from North Carolina. As a stu ent-athlete, I twice
had the opportunity to play in the NCAA Final Four. I understand the thrill of com-
peting for a national championship, and although we did not win a national cham-
g-ilons ip while I was at North Carolina, playing in the Final Four was among the

ighlights of my athletic career. I very much appreciate the opportunity to s eak
with you today about the college football Bowl Alliance and the Big Ten’s role in
it. :

As Commissioner Kramer has previously mentioned, the Alliance has brought
substantial benefits to college foothall and its fans, and serves to strengthen and
preserve the bowl system, which has been an integral part of college football for
more than 80 years. Commissioner Kramer has given a good history of the develop-
ment of the bowl system and prior college football bowl arrangements before the
Bowl Coalition. I will not re%eat what he has said but instead focus my remarks
on what I believe is a unique Big Ten perspective.

The member institutions of the Big Ten, as I believe is true for most conferences,
have long felt it important that the Big Ten champion have a guaranteed slot in
a bowlnfame as a reward for its success. In that regard, we, along with the Pacific-
10 Conference, have had a very close relationship with the Pasadena Tournament
of Roses Association, the sponsor of the Rose Bowl, for more than 50 years. During
the last five decades, our conference champion has appeared each New Year's Day
in the Rose Bowl game. A Rose Bowl] berth has become the traditional prize for the
champion of our conference, and the chance to compete for a Rose Bowl bid has
added immeasurably to the excitement of our regular season conference games.
Needless to say, the Big Ten and all of its member institutions cherish our long-
standing arrangement with the Rose Bowl, and we have done our best through the
“years to nourish and develop those ties. .

Because of that close and traditional relationship with the Rose Bowl, our con-
ference did not participate in the original Bowl Coalition. The Coalition did not alter
existing relationships between the participating conferences and bowls, but simply
created a structure for selection of teams within the framework existing at the time.
While we believed at the time that the Coalition was a step in the right direction,
the Big Ten champion was contractually committed to play in the Rose Bowl. Thus,
we could not commit our champion to the Coalition arrangement and had no inter-
est in altering our arrangement with the Rose Bowl. With respect to our runner-
up teams who might have participated in the Coalition arrangements, we also had
contractual relationships with several fine bowl games, and our members decided
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that it was in the best interest of the conference to develop those relationships. That
is what we chose to do.

The formation of the Bowl Alliance began to change the thinking of some of the
member institutions in the Big Ten. The Alliance increased the likelihood of a na-
tional championship game. In 1994, Penn State, one of our members, completed an
undefeated season, but was ranked number two by both of the major polls despite
a solid victory over a fine Oregon team in the Rose Bowl. That disappointment left
some Big Ten institutions looking for a way to participate in a national champion-
ship game. At the same time, none of our institutions were willing simply to give
up our traditional relationship with the Rose Bowl completely in order for our con-
ference champion to participate in the Alliance arrangement. Moreover, unlike the
other conferences who are part of the Alliance, our existing affiliation agreement
with the Rose Bowl did not expire after the game played on January 1, 1995. We
were contractually committed to send our champion to the Rose Bowl at the time
the Alliance was formed, and there was simply no time for us to rearrange our rela-
tionship with the Rose Bowl in a way that would permit our champion to participate
in the Alliance arrangement. As a conference, however, we believed and still believe
that the Alliance arrangement is good for college football and its fans by substan-
tially enhancing the likelihood of a national championship game. We also believe
that it has strengthened and enhanced the bowl system, which has provided out-
standing postseason experiences for literally thousands of student-athletes over the
years. The Big Ten has in the past and continues to be opposed to an NFL-style
college footbalf playoff. Therefore, with the exception of our conference champion, we
agreed to make of our teams available to participate in the Alliance arrange-
ment, which we could do without reworking any of our contractual relationships
with other bowls. . .

At the time the Alliance was formed, the Big Ten and Pac-10 were keenly aware
that our respective relationships with the Rose Bowl might prevent the Alliance
from matching the top two teams in the nation in any particular year. Sometime
after that Alliance contract was signed, I was approached by some of the presidents
of our institutions to ask if there was some way we could make our champion avail-
able to play in a national championship game. When I began to have discussions
about this matter with all of our institutions, there was a wide divergence of opinion
within the conference. It was clear that we could not participate fully in the Alliance
arrangement without some alteration of our traditional re ationship with the Rose
Bowl and the Pac-10. Some institutions in the Big Ten thought that was simply too
high a price to pay to play in a national championship game. After much internal
discussion, the conference reached a consensus that it was willing to commit its
champion to play in a national cham ionship game provided that we could continue
to send our champion to the Rose gowl in those years in which we did not have
a team ranked number 1 or number 2. We then begin the process of discussing the
matter with the Pac-10, the Tournament of Roses sociation, and ABC television,
which held the television rights to the Rose Bowl through the year 2001 and which
had previously indicated to us that it was interested in integrating the Rose Bowl
into the Alliance arrangement in some fashion.

These were lengthy and difficult negotiations. Because of the history and tradi-
tional relationship between the Big Ten, Pac-10, and Rose Bowl, it was difficult for
any of these entities to contemplate alterations. Throughout those discussions, it be-
came increasingly clear that any proposal for integrating the Rose Bowl into the Al-
liance would require that the-Rose Bowl be given an opportunity to host a national
championship game. That inevitably meant that the Big Ten and Pac-10 champions

. might not play in the Rose Bowl in that particular year if not ranked among the

top two teams in the nation. Accepting that aspect of integration of the Rose Bowl
into the Alliance arrangement was particularly difficult for the Big Ten and, I know,
for the Pac-10 as well. The discussions in our conference took several months, and
the member institutions had varying opinions on the matter. Ultimately, however, -
we made a decision that we would work with the Rose Bowl and the Pac-10 to craft
a tEroposal to enable ABC to put together an attractive package to discuss with the
other members of the Alliance and to integrate our respective champions into the
"Alliance arrangement following the 1998 regular season.

Mr. Chairman, I want to emphasize what a difficult task this change was for the
member institutions of the Big Ten. An invitation for our champion to play in the
Rose Bowl is part of the fabric of our conference. We truly believe that the history
and tradition of that game is unmatched, and the Rose Bowl has been the tradi-
tional prize souﬁilt b{l our teams. We do not lightly consider altering that traditional
relationship, which has been so good for our conference and which has provided
such an outstanding post-season experience for so many student-athletes at Big Ten
institutions over the years. At the same time, we understand that there is a great
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ublic demand for a national championship game to bring some closure to the col-
ege football season, and we would like to be part of the effort to bring that about

- and to give our student-athletes an opportunitg to compete in such a game. We are

willing fo alter our traditional relationship with the Rose Bowl but only if our cham-
pion is able to participate in a national championship game. By the same token, we
also recognize that the Rose Bowl must be allowed to host a national championghip
game as part of its participation in the Alliance arrangement. We are also willing
to give up our slot in the Rose Bowl that year if our champion is not ranked either
number 1 or number 2 but only if our champion is guaranteed a slot in another Alli-
ance bowl. We believe that such a guaranteed slot is fair because, in the absence
of our participation in the Alliance arrangement, our champion would have the op-

- portunity every year to compete in the Rose Bowl. In a very real sense, we are dra-

matically changing a traditional relationship of some half-century’s duration in.
order to make & national championship game possible and to permit the Rose Bowl
to be integrated into the Alliance arrangement. Therefore, those guarantees are in-
tegral to our participation in the Alliance arrangement, and without them, there is
certainly no interest amonglthe member institutions of the Big Ten to alter our tra-
ditional relationship with the Rose Bowl. We believe that the new Alliance arrange-
ment allows us to contribute to the improvement of college football and the bowl
system while at the same time maintaining our traditional and valued relationship-
with the Rose Bowl and the Pasadena Tournament of Roses Association.

On balance, we believe that the change in that relationship is good not only for
the Big Ten but also for the fans of college football who will soon, for the first time -
in the history of the game, be guaranteed a bowl game matchup between the num-
ber one and number two teams every year. We look forward to participating in the
Alliance arrangement. Again, Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the member institutions
of the Big Ten, I appreciate the opportunity to speak with you today about these
matters. )

Senator DEWINE. Our next witness is Chad Lewis, who was the
starting tight end for Brigham Young University and was chosen
for the CFA All-Academic Team. He has been drafted by the Phila-
delphia Eagles of the NFL.

Mr. Lewis, thank you very much for joining us.

STATEMENT OF CHAD LEWIS

Mr. LEwIS. Thank you. You know, the fact that I am here today,
1 think, is testimony to the success of college football. I have played
for the last 4 years at BYU under one of the greatest coaches of
all time, Coach LaVell Edwards.

1 started playing football as a walk-on, and I am sure you know
what that is. So I was given a fair chance to showcase my talents
at BYU and eventually earn a scholarship, and this has led to sign-
ing a contract to play for the Philadelphia Eagles, for whom I re-
port to minicamp next week. I am truly grateful to my coach, BYU,
and college . football for giving me the opportunity to chase my
dream. The only thing I expected was a fair shot, and that is ex-
actly what I received. '

is past year, our football team came together and we worked
our hardest and we ended up setting the NCAA record for most
wins in a season with 14. We beat some great teams, including na-
tionally ranked Texas A&M, Wyoming, and Kansas State. Our only
loss was to a very good Washington Huskies team in Seattle.

We were invited to play in the Cotton Bowl on New Year’s Day
against Kansas State, and without discrediting the Cotton Bowl
and its historic tradition, as players we thought we deserved the
chance to play in one of the Alliance bowls which were set up to
match the Nation’s best teams to play for a national championship.

However, it seemed clear to us that it was money and not fairness

that was driving the Alliance.
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As a team, we wanted to be matched up against the best com-
petition, and do that in a spirit of sportsmanship to be able to
showcase our talents. You know, personally, the money was not a
factor because we wouldn’t have seen any more as players. The
money would have gone to the school and to the conference. But
the key issue for us was the interest in playing the top competition
and the chance to compete for another national championship.

BYU won the title in 1984. We feel like we have proven that we
can compete with the very best. As a team; we just wanted what
we thought was a fair shot, and that is what I received as a walk-
on and that is what we wanted to receive as the fifth-ranked team
in the Nation preceding the selection of the teams for the Bowl Al-

. liance. To not invite BYU to an Alliance game was simply unfair.
A greater injustice was Wyoming being excluded from all bowls
whatsoever.,

My only question is the fairness of the Bowl Alliance. Is it fair
that a proven and qualified team like BYU was not invited to play
in a Bowl Alliance game? Is it fair not to afford every team in the
Nation an equal opportunity to excel and shoot for a national
championship? Is it fair to allow certain conferences to receive
guaranteed millions even though they might not be the highest
ranked teams, especially when so many teams are so deep in the
red they can barely see their own competition?

The only thing athletes want is a fair chance to compete for the
championship. Part of the excitement of sports is the enthusiasm
created by a cinderella team beating the odds, and so let’s not
allow the Bowl Alliance to crush that glass slipper before everyone
has a chance to try it on. '

Again, I would like to say at this setting how much I love college
football. It has been the greatest, and I Just think it is set up to
afford everyone a chance to chase their dreams and go for the title,
and so let’s continue to allow them to do that.

Thank you.

Senator DEWINE, Mr. Lewis, thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lewis follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHAD LEWIS

To the distinguished members of the Senate Judiciary’s Antitrust Subcommittee:
The fact that I am even fortunate enough to share my testimony in this setting is
proof to me of the success of college football. I have played for the last four years
at BYU under Coach LaVell Edwards. Not only is he one of the greatest coaches
of all time, he is also a true class act. I feel com letely honored to have worked with
him through all the ups and downs of my football career. I believe I am a better
person because of the association. I started playing football ag a walk-on. I was

iven a fair chance to showcase my talents and eventually earn a scholarship. This

as led to signing a contract to play for the Philadelphia Eagles, for whom I report
to a minicamp next week. I am truly grateful to my coach, BYU, and college football
for giving me the opportunity to chase my dreams. The only thing I expected was
a fair shot, and that is exactly what I received. i

This gast year our football team came together as a team, we worked our guts
out, and we ended up setting the NCAA record for most wins in a season with 14.
We beat some great teams, including nationally-ranked Texas A&M, Wyoming, and
Kansag State. Our only loss was to a very good Washington Huskies team in Se-
attle. We were invited to play in the Cotton Bowl on New Year's Day against Kan-
gas State. The Cotton Bowl officials truly treated us to a first-class experience that
I will never forget. Without discrediting the Cotton Bowl and its historic tradition,
as players we thought we deserved the chance to Play in one of the alliance bowls,
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which were set up to match the nation’s best teams to play for a national champion-

ship.

Igowever, it seemed clear to us that it was money and not fairness that was driv-
ing the alliance. As a team we wanted to be matched up against the highest-ranked
competition possible and in the spirit of sportsmanship showcase our talents. As
players, money was not the issue. We wouldn't have seen any more money person-
ally if we had played in an alliance bowl. The key issue for us was the fair chance
to play the top competition and the chance to compete for another national cham-

ionship. BYU won the national title in 1984. In the last few years we have de-
eated top teams including number one-ranked Miami, nationally-ranked Penn
State, Notre Dame, Texas A&M, and Kansas State to name a few. We feel like we
have proven that we can compete with the very best.

As a team, we just wanted what we thought was a fair shot. That is what I re-
ceived as a walk-on, and that is what we expected as the 5th-ranked team in the
country preceding the selection of teams for the bowl alliance. To not invite BYU

/ toan alhancglfame was simply unfair. A greater injustice was Wyoming bein% ex-
' cluded from all bowl invitations whatsoever. My only question is tﬁ'e fairness of the
! bowl alliance. Is it fair that a proven and qualified team like BYU was not invited
i to play in a bowl alliance game? Is it fair not to afford every team in the nation
an equal opportunity to excel and shoot for a national championship? Is it fair to
allow certain conferences to receive guaranteed millions every year, even when their
teams are not the highest ranked, while so man,\i’;chools are playing so far in the
red they can barely see their own competition? The only thing athletes want is a
fair chance to compete for the championship. Part of the excitement of sports ig the
enthusiasm created by a Cinderella team beating the odds. Let's not allow the bowl
alliance to crush that glass slitgfer before anyone has a chance to even try it on.
Thanks so much for giving me this opportunity to share my feelings.

Senator DEWINE. Our next witness is Tim Layden, who currently
works for Sports Illustrated as their senior sportswriter and the
magazine’s principal college football writer. He has been a sports-
writer now for 19 years.

Mr. Layden, thank you very much for joining us. You may pro-
ceed.

STATEMENT OF TIM LAYDEN

Mr. LAYDEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I found it interesting
today that we have heard a lot of people make reference to college
basketball and the NCAA tournament. College basketball isn’t col-
lege football. They are very different from each other. In college
basketball, a team with two or three outstanding players can win
a couple of games in the tournament.

College football requires a much greater commitment of money
and resources by the university. College football, as a whole, is a
much more unmanageable and highly flawed institution that relies
on political polls and the money needs of bowls, and I think that
that is what drives this entire problem here. I want to say up front
that I think the Alliance has been the cleanest answer to those
problems that we have ever come up with.

Like most college football journalists, I was very conflicted by
what happened last December. In some romanticized vision of what
college football could be, Brigham Young belonged in an Alliance
bowl. Some of us would have liked to see Brigham Young play Flor-
ida State in the Sugar Bowl. It was the most attractive game from,
again, a cinderella standpoint, rather than seeing Florida State
have a rematch with a Florida team that they had played only a
week earlier. v

But I understand that they didn’t because I do understand the
bowls are businesses and that they aren’t in business to serve the
NCAA or even what the public’s vision of what an ideal college
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football post-season is. I was the person that quoted LaVell Ed-
wards in Sports Illustrated saying the $50 and Ten Command-
ments quote that Senator Bennett used earlier. It is a funny quote,
but if I were the executive director of the Sugar Bowl, it would
keep me awake at night thinking about it when I considered
whether I should invite Brigham Young to Bourbon Street.

Beyond the financial issue, something that I haven’t heard ad-
dressed today is the case of whether Brigham Young truly belonged
in an Alliance game from a competitive standpoint. You know, we
have seen people point to that rankings chart over and over again.
With no disrespect to Chad Lewis and his teammates, Brigham
Young was 13-1, but they had lost their only game against a
ranked non-conference opponent, Washington, 13th on that chart,
a good team. o

But whether you could say that they belonged in the Sugar Bowl
more so than Florida or whether they had a stronger team than
Nebraska or Penn State, which were the two other at-large teams
picked, I think is something you could argue. Clearly, it would be
illogical to say that Brigham Young was clearly better than either
of those teams. Polls are unreliable. Coaches vote for their friends.
Media people vote for the regions that they live in and the teams
that they see play every week. It is unfair to make the case that
BYU belonged just because a poll puts them at No. 5.

I think what the Bowl Alliance has done is two things. It has
eliminated the mid-season deal-making that we had for so long,
and that has been a good thing. It has created the best possible en-
vironment, short of a playoff, in which a national championship
game can be created, and that will be even better in 2 years when
the Rose Bowl gets in. A return to the former bowl system would
solve nothing. It would make attractive match-ups more uncom-
mon, and appearances by the likes of BYU in major bowls would
still be very rare. - ,

Now, as far as granting the WAC or Conference USA or the Mid-
American Conference a guaranteed spot, that is unrealistic, too.
Teams from the Southeastern, the Pac-10, Big 10, Big 12, Big East
or Notre Dame have won championships in all but one of the last
50 years. The one that BYU did win in 1984 was because every-
body else lost and BYU managed to beat a Michigan team that was
6-5 in the Holiday Bowl. ‘ '

I think the primary issue here is money. Alliance teams and
smaller conferences are both fighting for a piece of the reward that
comes with participation in the Alliance. Smaller conferences ‘like
the WAC want what they get in the NCAA basketball tournament,
a piece of the pie, even if that is disproportionate to their contribu-
tion. The power conferences want to keep as much of that money
as possible to themselves. That is why they created the Alliance be-
cause the playoff would cause them to give up that money to
smaller schools. _

Smaller conferences say that such revenue would let them build
their programs so that they would be able to compete with the
power leagues. I don't know if that is true. $8.5 million builds some
nice facilities, but I don’t think it is going to turn Rice into Ten-
nessee on an annual basis,
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The only true answer is a playoff, and I know we have heard all
of the reasons why it will or won’t work. I think if we had 4 or 8
or 16 teams and you utilized the bowls, you could probably come
up with a true national champion. Again, something else that
hasn’t been addressed here is you might be able to breathe some
like into the smaller bowls that are struggling in terms of attend-
ance and television ratings.

If an early bowl had—instead of having two 6-5 teams, if it was
a first-round game in the NCAA tournament, I think it would be
more attractive to people and I think this is a possible answer.
Until we get this, I think that in a flawed system like college foot-
ball, I think a flawed Alliance is the best we can do.

Thank you.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Layden, thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Layden follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF TIM LAYDEN

Any examination of the efficacy and fairness of the Bowl Alliance must begin with
the understanding that the aﬁ'i'ance is only the best available solution to an
irresolvable dilemma. The alliance is clearly flawed, but so too is the institution of
college football. It will remain so until a championship playoff is created, and pos-
sibly after that. :

The fundamental imperfections were exposed most glaringly last December when
none of the three alliance bowls chose to invite Brigham Young, which finished the
regular season with a 13-1 record and won the Western Athletic Conference. The
Sugar Bowl could have chosen Brigham Young to play undefeated, No. 1-ranked
Florida State in the so-called national championship game, but instead elected to
make a rematch with Florida. With two at-large positions left, the Orange Bowl took
Nebraska, the runner-up in the Big 12 conference, and the Fiesta Bowl took Penn
State from the Big Ten. Thus Brigﬁam Young was left to play in the Cotton Bowl,
for far less prestige and far less money.

As a journalist, I found myself conflicted by this scenario. In some romanticized
vision of what college football could be, Brigham Young would have played Florida
State in the Sugar Bowl, or at the very least would have been given a berth in one
of the remaining alliance bowls. :

They didn’t, because bowls are businesses, not benefactors. Bowls exist to enrich
themselves and the cities in which they live, not to serve the NCAA and its mem-
bers, and not primarily to meet someone’s ideal of what college football’s postseason
should be. Bowls’ invitations are based on the economic realities of how many fans
might follow a team and how much money those fans might spend. It was BYU
coach Lavell Edwards himself who once said, “We used to go to the Holiday Bowl,
:}xlld our fans would bring a $50 bill and the Ten Commandments and break nei-

er.”

Beyond financial issues, a case could easily be made that Brigham Youn didn’t
belong in the alliance, from a competitive standpoint. It's true that B went
13-1, but the Cougars lost their only game against a ranked nonconference oppo-
nent, Washington. David vs. Goliath is an endearing concept, but there is little evi-
dence that B would have been competitive in a game against Florida State. Do
I believe that Brigham Young was a better team than Penn State or Nebraska, nei-
ther of which was a conference champion and both of which had poorer records? No,
I don’t. Both pla&ed stronger schedules and defeated better teams. Certainly it’s il-
logical to e that BYU was clearly better.

ere is what the bowl alliance has done, since its formation.

(1) It has eliminated the unseemly, midseason dealmaking that had long charac-
terized bowl conduct.

(2) It has created the best possible environment, short of a playoff, in which a na-
tional championship game can be created. This opportunity will be strengthened in
the 1998 season, when the Rose Bowl joins the alliance.

There is little doubt that the alliance, with its emphasis on a single championship
game, has devalued every other bowl game. Attendance and television ratings have
suffered accordingly. But to blame these declines on the alliance is naive. It is axio-
matic, but also true, that entertainment options have exploded. It takes a meaning-
ful bowl game to attract audiences, both to the stadium and to television sets. Non-
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cham;gﬁnship bowl games are ceremonial—the alwzgs have been. And they serve
a use A)urfose for the teams and fans involved. But even without an alliance,
bowls and television networks would attempt to match No. 1 vs. No. 2 and every
other bowl game would be accordingly diminished. .

A return to the former bowl system would solve nothing. It would make attractive
matchups more uncommon and appearances by the likes of Brigham Young in major
bowls would still be extremely rare. :

As to granting the Western Athletic Conference and other smaller conferences a
guaranteed spot in the alliance, it is simply unrealistic. The conferences that annu-
ally produce chamtgionship-caliﬁer teams are already represented. Teams that are
not from the Southeastern Conference, the Pac-10, Big Ten, Big 12, Big East or
Notre Dame have won one national championship in 50 years. Smaller conferences
point to that single title, BYU's in 1984. That championship is a source of great
pride for Brigham Young, but is largely regarded in the college football community
as a fluke. BYU ascended to No. 1 because everybody else lost, and secured the title
withrda narrow, 24-17 victory over Michigan, whicﬁ' finished the year with a 6-6
record.

The primary issue here is money. Alliance teams and smaller conferences are both
fighting for the $8.56 million rewards that come with participation in an alliance
bowl. Smaller conferences like the WAC want what they get in the NCAA Basket-
ball Tournament: A piece of the pie, often a piece that is disproportionate to their
contribution. The power conferences, meanwhile, want to keep as much of the
ml:ney as possible to themselves. This is why the alliance was created in the first

ce .

P N . .

Smaller conferences argue that revenue from the alliance would enable them to
build their programs to a level that would allow them to compete with the power
leagues. I disagree. I think that $8.5 million might build some nice facilities for
WAC schools, but it won't turn Rice into Tennessee. The popularity that oollel‘ge foot-
ball enjoys is because of the likes of Notre Dame, Alabama, Penn State and lorida,
among others. They deserve their status.

The true answer is a playoff, using four or eight or 16 teams and involving the
bowls. There would be a fight over the money in that scenario, as well, and WAC
schools like Brigham Young would often find themselves just outside those chosen
to participate. But it would give the lesser bowls a reason for existing, like early-
rouzxe(lln tournament games. Until then, the alliance is the best vehicle. in a flawed
system. :

Senator DEWINE. Our next and final witness on this panel is
Richard Circuit. He is representing the Plymouth Holiday Bowl.
Mr. Circuit served as president of the Holiday Bowl in 1994 and
chairman of the board in 1995. He has been a part of the Holiday
Bowl Committee since 1978 and joined the board of directors in
1984. ' .

Thank you for joining us.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD CIRCUIT

Mr. CirculrT. Thank you very much for this opmtum’t to ap-
pear. This reminds me of the scripture, “The last shall be grst and
the first shall be last.” So th you for this opportunity, and
thank you-for the opportunity to hear for the first time, at least
at this hearing, from someone from the non-Alliance bowls. No one
has really focused on the impact that the Alliance agreements have
on the non-Alliance bowls. :

The Plymouth Holiday Bowl is convinced that the current Bowl
Alliance and the J:roposed new superalliance violate the antitrust
laws of the United States. If the superalliance is permitted to oper-
ate in its present format, it will ultimately destroy the indep ntf:nt
competitive bowl system that has existed in the free m'arﬁgtplace
for over 70 years. 4 ‘

The Alliance, as we have heard, is essentially the commissioners
of six conferences and ABC television. These seven entities, work-
ing together, have entered into several anticompetitive agreements
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which have collectively won at least the following. First, it has
granted to one media company, ABC, nearly complete control of the
marketplace to televise gowl games. With the superalliance in
place in 1998, ABC will control all 4 Alliance games, plus 9 of the
remaining 14 bowl games. In other words, AB(% will be able to dic-
tate the playing dates and starting times of 13 of 18 existing bowl
games,

As a result, it is virtually impossible for the Plymouth Holiday
Bowl or any non-Alliance bowl to stage a competition during any
of the most desirable days or time slots; that is, New Year’s Day
or prime-time evenings near New Year’s Day. For example, re-
cently the Holiday Bowl sought to stage its game in the afternoon
on New Year's Day. However, the Pac—10 commissioner advised us
that he would withhold any of the Pac-10 teams from participating
in our game if there was any chance whatsoever of overlapping into
.the telecast of the Alliance-controlled Rose Bowl.

This is a direct example of the anti-overlap rule adopted by the
Alliance that prevents, by withholding product from the market-
place, any open competition by non-Alliance bowls for television
rights. Similarly, it denies consumers the right to choose the bowl
games of their choice at popular times.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Circuit, let me interrupt you. Are those
uncontroverted facts? ‘I mean, does anybody say that does not
occur, to your knowledge? .

Mr. CIRcUIT. Not to my knowledge. I have. personal knowledge as
a member of the board of our bowl that this is—I am giving you
this by my own personal knowledge.

Senator DEWINE. Thank you. Go ahead.

Mr. CircUIT. The impact of the Alliance has been to enhance the
Alliance members through their deriving higher television fees,
hi%her sponsor fees, and consequently higher team payouts to the
Alliance ‘members. The corresponding effect upon those bowl games
excluded from the Alliance has been decreased television revenues,
decreased- sponsorship fees, and. declining revenues to be paid out
to the universities participating in their games.

Very simply, the Alliance has, and the: superalliance will affect
the Holiday Bowl in a very dramatic, negative, and we believe ille-
gal manner, just like one would expect of a cartel or a monopoly.

ince the advent of the Alliance, the Holiday Bowl has lost millions
of dollars in team payouts, reduced ticket revenues, reduced TV
rights, and reduced sponsorship fees. I believe many of the non-Al-
liance bowls have suffered similar results. '

The impact of this, of course, is not upon bowls, as Mr. Layden
says, that are businesses. We are, in fact, all nonprofit organiza-
tions which, under NCAA rules, return at least 75 percent of all
revenues to the NCAA and to the participating schools. In the case
of the Holiday Bowl, we typically return over 85 percent of reve-
nues. The remaining is to operate our bowl.

I urge the Senators to see that the laws of the United States are
properly enforced, or if the laws are not now existent to address
this situation, to pass laws ensuring that there will be free and
open competition in the marketplace for bowl games. This is the
American way.

Thank you.
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Senator DEWINE. Thank you vexg much. -
[The position statement of the Plymouth- Holiday Bowl follows:]

""" POSITION STATEMENT OF THE PLYMOUTH HOLIDAY BOWL

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Cominittee. The Plgmouth Holiday Bowl con-
gratulates you and your Committee for seeing fit to hold these hearings. The. out-
come is economically important to several areas of the country and important to the
majority of our country’s universities. We also are most appreciative of being asked
to submit a position statement regarding the College Bowl Alliance.

The Plymouth Holiday Bowl is convinced the current Bowl Alliance and the g‘z}?-
Rtl)ﬁed new Super Alliance are not in the best interests of intercollegiate football. The

iance concept threatens the very survival of a bowl system that has served inter-
collegiate football admirably for over seven decades. - : :

Prior to the formation of the Bowl Coalition in 1991 and its successor, the Alliance
in 1995, all bowls offered a d of importance that is being seriously eroded
today. The Alliance "has created an environment wherein only one game is trul
meaningful. Many bowl games already are experiencing alarming declines in attend-
ance, sponsor revenues and television rights fees. News media focuses the Nation’s
attention on the Alliance championship game such that a shadow of disinterest is
cast over other bowl games. Even Alliance games in their non-championship game
years are struggling for stadium attendance. The likelihood is that this will worsen.

Until the advent of the Alliance,.the 18 NCAA-certified bowl games provided an
environment that -produced 36 “winners.” (Two new bowls games have just been
NCAA-certified to create four more winners.) Community volunteer organizations la-
bored diligently to present a festival of activities that offered a rich reward for the
players and coaches who had earned a bowl trip and a memorable vacation oppor-
tunity for the fans who followed their teams to the bowl sites. All 36 universities
parlayed their bowl invitations to enhance future season ticket sales, fund raising
and recruiting. ’

Now, with Increasing regularity, bowls are looked upon as “just another game” be-
cause the only significant contest is No. 1 vs. No. 2. It is only simple logic that this
atmosphere leaves bowl organizers critically deficient in their ability to attract fans,
sponsors and television viewers.

A tournament to produce a national college football champion (with or without the
bowls included) is no solution. to the post-season “problem” either. The bowls would
nt?fio survive under such a system and, again, it would produce one winner instead
of 40. .

The solution rests with returning control of the bowl system to the bowls them-
selves—a return\to the free enterprise environment of pre-Alliance/pre-Coalition

days.

gxmntly the bowls are effectively controlled by six participating conferences in
the Alliance. When the Coalition and subsequently the Alliance were formed, the
rest of the bowls were stampeded by conference commissioners into making their
own conference deals for fear of losing access to decent team “inventory.” Healthy,
open comgftition for the most desirable pairings on an annual basis was stifled.

While the Plymouth Holiday Bowl would prefer a return to the free enterprise

pre-Coalition/Alliance days, we respectfully suggest an alternative to restore some
og::l competition among bowls and still satisfy the media’s demand for a national
c ionship gﬁ‘me:
Reduce the Alliance to one game, No. 1 vs. No. 2 and rotate the game among sev-
eral bowls. Conferences would be allowed to contract with other bowls in advance
only for their respective champions. All other bowl berths would be filled by annual
invitation in open competition.

If this recommendation is imggemented, other games will again become important
because-teams have a‘choice about where they want to go; The bowls can sell their
matchups as one they wanted, not one that was assigned by conference contract. As
market conditions change, bowls can select teams that make the best sense for them
in any given year.

This scenario would help to re-focus media attention on the entire bowl season.
Speculation about which teams were going where was always the greatest publicity
?_sliet the system enjoyed. Renewed interest from fans, sponsors and television would
ollow.

The anti-competitive, cartel aspects of the dproposed Sl;per-Alliance appear clear
to the Plymouth Holiday Bowl: (1) ABC-TV dominance of the marketplace; (2) the
anti-overlap nxl:fprohibitin open competition for television rights and (8) the six
gg.r&ciq:hng conferences refusing to bargain (withholding product) with 14 of the
wls. .
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Instead, the Plymouth Holiday Bowl submits that a single championship game
concept would foster competition among all networks for the other games and
should lead to greater and more evenly distributed rights fees throughout the bowl
system.

Unless the system or something similar to this alternative is instituted, the Plym-

outh Holiday Bowl fears increasing damage will be visited upon a great American -
institution, the college bowl system. Alarmingly, total extinction may only be a mat-

ter of time.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Roberts, if your proposal was accepted, Mr.
Baker and Mr. Lewis })robably wouldn’t be too happy, would they?
Anybody can jump in. I mean, the reality is that your—

Mr. ROBERTS. It would depend on how the other bowl system.

would then get set up. If all the current self-appointed power con-
ferences had these tie-ins with all of the bowls so that it would es-
sentially exclude the WAC from those minor bowls, then you would
still have that problem. "

Senator DEWINE. Well, isn't the bottom line—and anyone can an-
swer this. We will start, though, with you, Mr. Roberts. I mean, the
bottom line is the thing that we have been skirting during this
whole hearing, and maybe we haven’t said it directly. To state the
obvious, unfettered by an agreement that a bowl has already en-
tered into, bowls make a decision based on their self-interest and
their self-interest is to put the best game they can on the field that
attracts the most fans and puts out the best product.

Mr. ROBERTS. The Alliance doesn’t do that.

Senator DEWINE. No, but I am saying if you went to a system
where bowls being able—with the exception of one and two, the
bowls would just bid and make the decision who they wanted based
on their self-interest. It seems to me BYU, without getting into the
merits, as Mr. Layden did, who is certainly more qualified than I
am to talk about that—without getting into the merits of what the
best team is, as a practical matter BYU probably wouldn’t go any-
way.

Mr. ROBERTS. No, I think that is wrong.

Senator DEWINE. You think that is wrong, OK. Tell me why.

Mr. ROBERTS. It may not go to the highest-payout bowl because
the bowls that are going to command the highest payouts are going
to want the highest television audiences, which is the primary gen-
erator of monies through the bowls. You would probably want
teams that were from conferences that played in the largest tele-
;isicin markets, so BYU probably wouldn't get the highest-payout

owls,

But I think one of the things that sticks in the craw—I mean,
that was the system for years before the Alliance came along and
we didn’t have hearings on this. What sticks in people’s craw is
that Virginia Tech gets to play in Alliance bowl and Texas gets to
play in an Alliance bowl and get $8.5 million apiece, and they have
no more right to be there and certainly aren’t drawing the big tele-
vision audiences because they are not premier teams.

It is these guaranteed slots and guaranteed $8.5 million payouts
to schools that are not No. 1 and No. 2. Every year, these Alliance
bowls have the one and two game, which is great, but then you
have a couple of dog games. I mean, the first year of the Bowl Alli-
ance, I remember the Sugar Bowl just lost money hand over fist
because we had, I believe, West Virginia and Texas, both of whom
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were very low-ranked, but they just happened to win their con-
ferences. It is this guaranteed slot for six conferences and then the
other conferences get nothing.

Senator DEWINE. But, of course, you could have had that under
the old system, too. Let's say the Big 10 had a bad year, or let’s
say the Pac-10 had a bad year, you know, and no one was
ranked——

Mr. ROBERTS. That is right, but they wouldn’t have paid $8.5
million for it.

Senator DEWINE. Does anyone want to comment on that?

Mr. DELANY. So what makes it improper is the difference, $8 mil-
lion, not $4 million? :

Mr. ROBERTS. Yes, monopoly pricing is what makes the dif-
ference. That is right.

Mr. DELANY. The Rose Bowl's participation in this monopolistic

ricing is going to increase our payout from $9 million to $11 mil-
ion. So it seems to me we have got a new product, a better prod-
uct, and an assured one and two. So the public has been demand-
ing it. The media has been writing about it. We have provided it,
and the only thing that we have gained, I think, is an opportunity
to play in the championship in exchange for opening up the Rose
Bowl. I don’t see the problem with that. Further, the Big 10 was
providing its third-place team to the WAC to play against their
champion and it didn’t work financially.

Senator DEWINE. Well, Mr. Delany, let me jump over here a
minute. What about Mr. Layden’s proposal about how to do this?
What would be wrong with setting up a system as he described
which would help the other bowls, some of the, “lesser bowls” who
would get an early playoff? I mean, the Big 10 is against a playoff
system?

Mr. DELANY. That is correct.

Senator DEWINE. That is the bottom line?

Mr. DELANY. That is correct.

Senator DEWINE. Why is that?

Mr. DELANY. Well, I think it is part tradition. I think it is the
preference to participate in the Rose Bowl. I think it is a unique
experience. It is something that is the dream of a lot of young peo-
ple in the Midwest, so I think that there is a historic and a tradi-
tional rationale to it. C

I think that there is also a sense that the bowl system would be
threatened by an efficient playoff system. The fplayoff might be the
most efficient way to raise the most amount of money, but I think
there is a sense that we have had quality football teams and the
bowl system J)rovides more post-season opportunities than a playoff
system would. _

Senator DEWINE. I certainly understand the attachment to the
Rose Bowl. I certainly understand that, but if you integrated, as
Mr. Layden, I believe, said, and correct me if I am wrong, the play-
off system with the bowl system in preserving the major bowls, I
ixﬁtiean ?why couldn’t you be consistent and accomplish those two

ngs?

Mr. DELANY. I could just say it took 2 years to discuss with the
various constituents on Big 10 campuses this modest adjustment in
a b0-year tradition.
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Senator DEWINE. I understand.

Mr. DELANY. Most of the theoretical playoffs that use bowl sites
are a much greater modification than what we have even tinkered
with or conceived here. So I think if there were to be a playoff, I
can tell you that I think at least 10 football coaches, 10 athletic di-
rectors, and 11 university presidents would sit it out. They simply
wouldn’t participate. So there is a practical side to this whole——

Senator DEWINE. Say that again. Say that again. I am sorry.

Mr. DELANY. If the majority of members in I-A decided—in other
words, let’s say the WAC, the Mid-American, and Conference USA

 decided by a vote of 55 to 45 that they wanted to force the Big 10,
the Pac-10, and the SEC into .a playoff, we would simply say,
thanks, but no thanks; we will continue to play in the Rose Bowl,
and then you can go market whatever product you have created
and see what interest there is. The fact of it is there would be little
to no interest in an agreement with those institutions because they
don’t carry the interest of the American public.

Mr. CIrcuIT. You know, I could partly respond, too, in addition
to what Mr. Delany said, to the proposal by Mr, Layden, and that
is that the playoff context—you have a school come in and they
play a game and they go, and the bowls have historically provides
sometimes up to 10 days or 2 weeks of holidaying, if you will, for
the participating universities that come.

Mind you, we are not a business. I am here as a volunteer and
there are not any volunteers that I know at my bowl that are inter-
ested in stage-managing an NCAA game. Look at the early rounds
of the basketball playoffs. They play in empty arenas for the most
part, this hallowed, great 64-team event.

Senator DEWINE. Well, that depends,

Mr. CIrcUIT. Well, a lot of them do. Watch TV.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Baker.

Mr. BAKER. Yes. Senator, I think with respect to Mr. Roberts’
proposal, the University of Wyoming, for instance, would be happy
if, in fact, we could take .that sort.of an approach, but get rid of
all of these other contractual arrangements.-

For instance, I think that Wyoming feels that had there not been
all of these complicated and overlapping contracts with these Alli-
ance conferences, our team would have been much more attractive
than some of the 6-5 non-ranked match-ups that went together, or
the two teams, for instance, who had losing conference records and
went to bowls. Frankly, the entire Division I-A—Senator, there is
only one school that was an Alliance member that did not have the
absolute minimum NCAA qualification to go to a bowl that had to
sta%lhome.

ey were able to place and get paydays for all of the rest of
their members, and that is why we would be more than happy even
with an arrangement like this. But, essentially, we feel that it is
a matter of legitimacy and that the NCAA, with all due respect to

. Mr. Delany, not the conference commissioners, should be calling
the shots on college football. ,

Mr. ROBERTS. I might say, Mr. Chairman, I think that there is
a serious antitrust question under exclusive dealing doctrine as to
whether or not all of these contractual arrangements that essen-
tially tie up every bowl to some predetermined slot from a con-
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ference—those might be violations of the exclusive dealing doctrine
just as much as the Alliance could be a rule of reason issue.

Mr. DELANY. Mr. Chairman, if that is the case, then it must
mean that the Rose Bowl agreement has been illegal for 50 years
because the relationship——

Mr. ROBERTS. No.

Mr. DELANY. Excuse me. The relationship between the Big 10,
the Pac-10, and the Rose Bowl is exactly the relationship that ex-
ists between the Citrus Bowl, the Big 10, and the SEC.

Sena;,or DEWINE. Mr. Roberts, would you like to tackle that as-
sertion? : .

Mr. ‘ROBERTS. Yes. I mean, as long as you don’t have virtuall
all of the marketplace tied up, it is all right to have exclusive deaf-'
ing contracts. But it is when the entire market gets occupied by
flllles:l deals that then the system or the scheme becomes arguably

egal. :

Senator DEWINE. What you are saying is if there is an exclusive
contract between one party and another party, that in and of itself
is not violative of antitrust. I mean, the Big 10 situation we all
know. We have had two conferences that have had a contract with
the Rose Bowl, and what you are saying is that that is, on its face,
not an antitrust problem, correct? :

Mr. ROBERTS. t is correct, but if every bowl has a contract
like that, then the entire system of those contracts can become vio-
lative because there is no room for any—it creates a barrier to
entry for any new entry into the industry, basically.

Senator DEWINE. I was going to ask you, and I will take the op-
portunity now, if you want to further expound on what you said in
your initial testimony about the antitrust issue. Do you think you
have given your summary of why you think there is an antitrust
problem here? I mean, basically what you said is you thought it
would get to a jury and you didn’t know how it would go. '

- Mr. ROBERTS. There is clearly a pro-competitive benefit from the
Alliance, which is it creates a national championship game that did
not exist before. So we have created a new product that is clearly
pro-competitive. On the other hand, there are several anti-competi-
tive effects, not the least of which is squeezing over a dozen bowls
and 50 Division I-A schools into a much lesser and permanent sec-
ond-tier status, and probably drive some of them out of the busi-
ness altogether. You have got the monopoly pricing problem for the
bowls that aren’t hosting the national championship game, as well
as the national championship game. : :

I mean, these are complex issues, and I think that they are suffi-
ciently complex and they are sufficiently balanced on both sides
that it would not be appropriate for a judge to grant summary
judgment one way or the other, which means it goes to a j and
that becomes a bit of a crap shoot. But I think there are sufficient
equities and there are sufficient arguments, particularly in the less
restrictive alternative approach, that woultr make it more likely
than not that a jury woullc)l probably find it illegal. But, you know,
you are plagir‘lﬁ. Las Vegas roulette when you go to a jury. -

Senator DEWINE. I understand. :

Mr. LAYDEN. Mr. Chairman. ‘

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Layden.
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Mr. LAYDEN. If one of the principal purposes that we came here
today is to try and ensure that people like Chad Lewis and Ron
Cooper, who was here on the previous panel, are given their oppor-
tunity, it seems that there should be more credence given to the
idea that the Alliance people have proposed that a conference like
the WAC or like the Mid-American be given an automatic slot with
that No. 6 position. :

The historical influence of that that WAC teams traditionally
don’t finish as high as six—all that pre-dates a time when the Big
12 Conference and the Southeastern Conference had championship
games, most of which knocked the loser out of that elite position
of the top four, five, or six teams. The WAC also has a champion-
ship game, but often if there is a strong enough team in the WAC
in a given year to be 13-1, they are usually. going to be in the top
six from now on. ' ' )

It seems like if that is their concern, and not just moving Texas
and the champion of the Big 12 out—I mean, I am' unclear on ex-
actly what the WAC is seeking here. If they are.seeking a chance
for a team like Brigham Young, they can have it. That No. 6 spot
will usually get them in an Alliance game. If their goal is some-
thing larger than that, then these antitrust issues are probably
more important. But that No. 6 slot, I think, from here on will usu-
ally get them a position in an Alliance game.

. Mr. ROBERTS. They want the same chance that.the Big East has.
Mr. LAYDEN. Well, if they get .in the top six, they will have it.
Mr. ROBERTS: Yes, but the Big East; if_their. champion is 20th,

they will have it.

Mr. LAYDEN. True. The Big East is a stronger conference.

Mr. ROBERTS. Not by much. You can debate that one.

Mr. DELANY. I am not here to defend the Big-East, but they have
won four national championships in the last.10 years and have
played for 6. I think the marketplace was speaking when it said
we would like the Big 10 and Pac-10 and, in addition, the ACC,
the Big East, the SEC, and Big 12 are the ones we need to have.
They won 49 .of the last 50:championships. We need to have them.

" The other people can play in.

Senator DEWINE. Senator Enzi. :
Senator ENzI. Thank -you, Mr." Chairman. I will just make a few

_comments. Again, I would-like-to thank Mr. Baker for coming.

Since-I go home to Wyoming every weekend, I know what a tre-
mendous trip it is out here.- You- will find it much more enjoyable
on the way back. '

Mr. Roberts, I want to thank you for the tremendous. job you did
of compiling information that specifically deals with the antitrust
issue: It is a tremendous textbook for us and will be very helpful.

Mr. -Circuit, I thank you for coming because you have provided

- a little different insight and one that we need to pursue a little bit
- more, and that is what the effect is on the bowls that have been

left Ofl‘.lt of the Alliance, as well as the players that have been left
out of it.
Mr. Delany, on your comments, I understand there is a certain

. arrogance on the part of the Rose Bowl. You put on a tremendous

parade, but I hope you heard the comments and the previous dis-
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cussion .that we had about how the NIT used to be the champion-
ship for basketball and now it is the NCAA. : o

I think.that Xour suggestion that maybe the other conferences
ought to go and form a playoff and see what the effect of that is
might have that same effect on football, where the Alliance would
no longer be the teams that would be viewed that way. You know,
it might be a period of years, but it is something to worry about
even if you are the Rose Bowl. . PR

Th you, Mr. Chairman. . .

.Senator DEWINE. Thank you.. . -

Mr. Layden, I was intrigued by your opening comments. In your
Hrepared testimony, you stated that, “The Alliance is clearly

awed, but so is the institution of college football. It will remain
so until a championship playoff is created, and possibly after that.”
I believe that you basically ad libbed before that something to the
effect that one thin% that has been missing from the testimony so
far is that college football is different than college basketball in
many, many ways. I am intri%ued by what you mean by that and
I wonder if you could just maybe expound on that a little bit.

Mr. LAYDEN. With regard to college basketball? - '

Senator DEWINE. Well, no, with regard to college football. Obvi-
ously, the hearing today is about football and the Alliance, but I
am interested in your general comment about what appears to be—
and I don’t want to put words in your mouth, but some inherent
problem with cbllege football. I would just like for you to expand
on that, if you could. ' : :

Mr. LAYDEN. Well, there is nothinﬁ wrong with the product on
the field, but there is a problem in the concept of post-season col-
lege football that can't be cleanly resolved in that until there is a
glayoff, you are going to have some type of system. Even if you

ave a’ &}a{oﬁ', there is a proposal, OK, you-are going to have 16
teams. Well, how do we determine those 16 teams? Do we use a
computer? The New York Times computer is as likely to select
Wake Forest as Nebraska as the national champion just because of
tlﬁe ﬂaﬁvs in computer ‘programs. It has been unreliable, so you use
the polls.

ell, as I said earlier, I have talked to college football coaches
whose sports information directors vote their poll every week, or
who make sure that they vote -their friends. It is not possible to
have a clean system. I think the Alliance has its own underlying
reasons for existing, the principal one of which is to keep the
money in the hands of the Division I-A institutions rather than
share it with 300 institutions, as they do in the basketball tour-
nament. That is only one of among many problems.

But at the same time, they have addressed an issue, the post-
season issue, and give it as complete a solution as they can. If that
doesn’t let the WAC in every year, that is a weakness of it, but it
is as good as we have been able to see. My point was that the sys-
tem does not have a clean resolution the way it exists.

Senator DEWINE. You had the opportunity to listen to the
NCAA'’s testimony. Is this a problem or a situation that needs for
the NCAA to become more involved or less involved? I mean, is
that a solution to this? I mean, when you look at the fact that the
NCAA has established the playoff system or championship system
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in all the other sports and has done it in the other divisions, the
fact that they are absent—and I say absent with qualification be-
cause they do do some certification of the bowls, and they explained
how they did that, but basically absent from the selection process
or from setting up that system. Is that in and of itself a problem,
do you think? N R :

. Mr. LAYDEN. There is a sense, as Mr. Dempsey. said earlier
today, that with the restructuring.of the NCAA in which Division
I-A now is more in control of its position, the college presidents of
those institutions .will now more seriously consider a playoff, large-
ly .because there is too much money involved not to, far more
money, their own survey showed, than the Alliance can generate.
_ In-the past, the extensive survey that was referred to in 1994 ac-
tually only got to two. formal meetings of that committee before the
conference commissioners. essentially beat them to the punch by
forming the Alliance. But now they havé the mechanism in place
to create a playoff among Division I-A schools, and clearly.they are
in a position to do it. It is a matter of whether they want to or not.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Lewis, I would be curious to know your
thoughts about the whole playoff issue. You have had the chance
to listen to a lot of other people talk about it today. :

Mr. Lewis. I don’t know. We played 15 games this year. That is
the most any team in the history of the NCAA has played. There
were a couple Academic All-Americans on our team, and so they
were able to do well in school. But at the same time, you know,
a playoff could hopefully figure out who could be the best, and in
my testimony I stated that as an athlete the only thing you want
is to be able to make a shot at the title. So at the beginning of the
year, I think there are about 40 percent of the teams in Division
I that know that they have no chance to be champions, and that
is crazy. As a player, I would want to know that every weight I lift- .
ed, every sprint I ran, everything I did would hopefully give me the
possibility to be a champion. ‘ : : :

This is a complex issue. A lot of questions heed to be answered
and I don’t know what the right thing to do is, but I am glad that
I am here and I can share BYU’s perspective of this whole thing.

Senator DEWINE. Let me conclude again by thanking all of you,
and I would like to make a reference to an article by Mr. Layden
dated December 16, and I will start with you to maybe expand on
it a little bit. I think we have touched on a good part of this al-
ready, but I would like the other panelists to have the opportunity
to comment on it.

" Again, this article, as I said, was—I think the date is significant,
December 16, 1996, Sports Illustrated. About a third of the way,
I guess, into the article, I will quote: B

It was the shunning of Brigham Young, however, despite the fact that the Cou-
gars have a higher ranking and a better record then either of the at-large teams
chosen, Nebraska and Penn State, by the Alliance, that served to trash two widely
accepted myths. Myth No. 1: the purpose of the Alliance is to determine the true
national champion. Not even close. The purpose of the Alliance is to avoid the cre-
ation of NCAA-run national playoffs. Such playoffs would put the NCAA in charge
of the beaucoup dollars the event would generate. The Alﬁanee exists to keep the

power and money in the hands of the Alliance bowls and the four conferences that
receive guaranteed berths in those bowls.
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" In'the spring of 1994, the NCAA tried to study the possibility of starting a playoff
system but, overwhelmed by political and economic issues, gave up right after
breakfast on the first day. Conference commissioners and bowl representatives
meanwhile jumped to fill the void and protect themselves, creating the Alliance. Any
national championship games that result are a bonus.

Myth-No. 2: the Afliance bowls exist to give the fans the best possible games.
Bowls are business. with major corporate g onsorship and huge television deals.
Their purpose is to fill stadiums, generate ratings, and created precious eco-
‘nomic impact on their communities in the days leading up to the games. BYU fails
not only on the strength of schedule issue, but also on the economic impact side.
Bowls, particularly the Sugar Bowl, thrive on bar business. One of the tenets of the
Mormon faith is aistinence from alecohol. .

You do the math. In the French Quarter, they don't call the most famous thor-
oughfare Milk Street. 'We used to go to the Holiday Bowl and our fans would bring
a 550 bill and the Ten Commandments, and break neither, says BYU coach Ed-
wards. Nebraska fans, on the other hand, travel like Dead Heads and spend like
- ~tourists. Choosing bowl teams based in significant part on the rabidity and spendin,
habits of their fans isn’t fair to the audience watching the bowls at home. For

=+ its flaws, BYU would even be a more intriguing opponent for Florida State than a

team the Seminoles have already beaten. Unfortunately, money rules all match-ups.

Mr. Layden, you have commented on a good part of that, and I
- guess your summary has pretty much been that the new Alliance
- system is flawed, but the old system was, I guess, worse. Is that

a fair summary?

Mr. LAYDEN. Yes. I mean, I am not going to propose to speak
here better than I can write there. I had more time then. But, yes,
I mean that is basically it. I would rather have seen Chad and’ his
teammates play Florida State last year. I think they probably
would have lost, but I would have probably rather have seén that

-game than Florida again, but I understand why it happened. The
way this system is set up, most years, in most cases, the Alliance
will serve the public well within those parameters.

Senator DE\BINE. Anyone else on the panel? Mr. Roberts? .

Mr. ROBERTS. One of the problems here—and I don’t blame the
six- Alliance conferences for trying to maximize revenues. That is
perfectly appropriate for. them to do, but the problem is we are
dealing with an industry that has 113 schools in it and intercolle-
giate athletics is supposed to be all about participation opportuni-
ties, giving young kids going to school to get an education a chance
to participate.

The problem is, is when you create a system that gives the six
conferences so much more revenue and so much more prestige and
recruiting advantage, you essentially squeeze the other 50 out and
you end up winnowing the industry down. I don’t object to schools
trying to maximize revenue, but when they do it in a way that cre-
ates such a huge gap between the haves and the have-nots, you es-
sentially end up cutting the industry in half, and that is not good
for the public in the long term.

It may be good in the short term because they get a champion-
ship game, but in the long term they lose 50 schools that have a
lot of fans and have a lot of kids playing at them. So maybe in the
short term, you know, we have got a good deal going, but in the
long run we are going to end up with a much, much smaller Divi-
sion I-A that is not good for any%ody except those 63 schools.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Circuit.

Mr. CIRCUIT. I would just comment in one sense on that. The old
system may have not been to Mr. Layden’s and other media types’
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liking, but it was clearly legal. It was a clearly free marketplace,
and I don't believe this current system is.

Second, just very quickly, as a college football fan I have been
hearing all this stuff here today about the superiority of six con-
ferences. The reality is that since 1960, there have been 37 na-
tional championships awarded. Twenty-five have been won by six
teams. So when we talk about this, let’s get it straight. There are
six or seven teams that have really dominated, and it isn’t six or
seven conferences; it is six or seven teams. So let’s keep that in
mind as you at least try to look at the egalitarian side of this, if
that is the direction this is going to go.

Senator DEWINE. Thank you very much. Anyone else?

Mr. LAYDEN. It just should also be noted that none of those six
teams come from the WAC or the MAC or Conference USA.

Mr. ROBERTS. Of course, the University of Chicago won some
championships if we go back far enough.

Mr. DELANY. You have to go back that far to find a Big 10 team
that won a championship, but that is in part because we don’t go
11-0 because it is the rare team that goes 11-0 playing Notre
Dame a few times a year and playing Penn State, Ohio State,
Michigan; Michigan State, Iowa, Northwestern, and Wisconsin. So
I hope I didn’t leave anybody out.

Senator DEWINE. You are doing fine.

Anyone else?

Mr. BAKER. Senator, only to say that I hope you will join us in
Columbus for opening day. Wyoming will be playing Ohio State.

Senator DEWINE. I am aware of that, very much so, very much
s0. ‘
Mr. BAKER. You will get a chance to see some of our young men
up close.

Senator DEWINE. Well, my son, who is seated behind you, has
also expressed an interest in being there, so we may work that out
if Congress cooperates. :

Let me again thank all of you and thank all of our panelists. I
think the hearing has been very good in the sense of getting these
issues out. The historic function of this subcommittee, with some
exceptions, has not been to write a great deal of legislation. The
historic function of this subcommittee has been to look at antitrust
issues, to attempt to provide a forum to discuss them, and to look
at the aspects of not only antitrust, but anti-competition and how
to foster competition. ‘

So the hearing, I think, was a very helpful hearing, in that we
brought out some issues. We clearly had some very sharp disagree-
ments about those issues, and I am sure that I speak for all the
panelists that although we have a lot of discussion about money
and we have a lot of discussion about the law, the people that we
need to be concerned about ultimately are the student-athletes, not
only the student-athletes who play football, but who play every
other intercollegiate sport in all the universities that have been
represented here today and that are represented across the coun-
try. That ultimately, I am sure, is everyone’s concern.

Again, I thank you all very much and this hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 5:37 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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APPENDIX

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

RESPONSE OF DAVID L. BAKER TO A QUESTION FROM SENATOR STROM THURMOND

Question 1. Mr. Baker, you indicate in your prepared testimony that too much em-
hasis is placed on money in determining the teams that participate in the College
owl Alliance. How do you feel the Bowl Alliance can de-emphasize money without

schools leaving the Alliance and returning to traditional exclusive arrangements
with individual bowls? )

Answer 1. Senator, to the extent that I gave an impression that “too much empha-
sis is placed on money in determining the téeams that participate in the College
Bowl Alliance,” I have caused myself to be misunderstood. There is no need to de-
emphasize money. There would be some merit however, to placing some limits on
the freed that characterizes the Conference Commissioners who control the College
Bowl Alliance. . )

It is not merely the avarice but the outrageous acquisitiveness and selfishness of
the Alliance Commissioners that is so unseemly. This is not limited to' money. The
Alliance Commissioners seek to:

¢ Monopolize the bowl appearances in the so-called “lesser bowls”.!

¢ Limit the time slots in which bowl games may be played.2

¢ Denigrate the accomplishments of non-Alliance teams.

¢ Control the regular exposure of non-Alliance teams on national television.3

These actions are directed toward eliminating all non-Alliance competition. The
amount of money involved is not as relevant as the Alliance goal of acquiring all
of the remuneration available to distribute outside the oversight of the NCAA.

Last week our institution—along with every other NCAA Division I school—re-
ceived a distribution of NCAA basketball tournament income to be used for aca-
demic enhancement. No one has complained that the very, very large sums being
paid for NCAA Basketball broadcast rights constitutes too much emphasis on
money. The collective wisdom of the NCAA member schools went into determining
how those revenues are to be distributed among the members. Thus, there is a legit-
imacy in the NCAA stewardship of basketball revenues that is absent in the Alli-
ance manipulation of post-season football money.

This issue of legitimacy was never addressed % the paid staff member of the
NCAA who testified before your Subcommittee. The governance of the NCAA is
placed in the hands of America’s College and University gresidents, who oversee
championships in every NCAA sport except Division IA football. Division IA football
is now divided between the “haves” (big time football) and the “have nots” (non-Alli-
ance members). A recent change in the governance of the NCAA will formalize this
caste system. Still, it would preferable to bring Division IA JmSt season play
under the ambit of the NCAA and sunshine of the national academic community
than to continue present banditry being perpetuated by the Bowl Alliance.

1 Alliance domination of the bowls other than the Orange, Sugar, Fiesta and Rose Bowls was
demonstrated in an attachment to my testimony, another copy of which is enclosed.

2At the hearing Mr. Circuit offered testimony—uncontradicted by Mr. Delaney who shared
the panel with him—that when the Holiday Bowl sought to change its play date and time to
4:00 p.m. on New Years Day, Mr. Delaney stated that the Big Ten Conference would refuse to
make its teams available for a contest that might compete with the Rose Bowl. .

88ee FN 1; regular season conference TV packages are primarily with ABC/ESPN with an
interest on marketing their Alliance regular season match-ups.
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. RESPONSES OF KARL BENSON TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR DEWINE

Answer 4. Regarding question No. 4, the fairest and most.equitable way-for the
WAC to compete in the Bowl Alliance is to have the same.privileges and participa-
tion opportunities as the ‘six original Alliance members—automatic access for its
champion regardless of ranking. Although the WAC has accepted the Alliance offer
of a No. 6 ranking, it certainly does not believe it is necessanl' y “fair and equitable.”

Answer 5. Regarding i\lxﬁsﬁon No. 5, the WAC received legal opinion last Decem-
ber that concluded the Alliance operated .in violation of antitrust laws-and subse-
%llxlently gave serious consideration to filing a lawsuit. However, with the member-
ship diversity that exists in the WAC (state universities, private universities, uni-
versities with strong church affiliation and the United States Air Force Academy)
the 16 WAC presidents could not come to a consensus to litigate.

* RESPONSES OF RICHARD K. CIRCUIT TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR
o MrrcH MCCONNELL . .. S

HOLIDAY BOWL'S LESS RESTRICTIVE ALTERNATIVE

Question 1. All along, I have maintained that there must be a less restrictive
means of creating a national championship game. Is it fair to say that you agree
with the assessment that it is extremely overbroad to lock-up four bowls and eight
teams in order to fet one game? . .

Answer 1. Yes, I completely agree with you. The groposed Alliance is overly broad,
both in the fact that it is unnecessary to lock up four bowls, eight teams and now
(since the agreement with WAC and Conference USA) eight conferences to get one

ame-—But 1t is also overly broad, and I believe illegal, for the eight conferences to
ycott” any bowl that competes directly with any of the Alliance games.

Question 2. Spell out for the Committee how your prggosal of a single national
championship game would work. Would it essentially be that #1 and #2 would auto-
matically go to the “championship bowl game” and the other teams and bowls could
then freely contract with whomever they choose?

Answer 2. Under the Holiday Bowl proposal, a national championship game could
be rotated annuallg among the four Alliance bowls. Under the Holiday Bowl pro-
posal, conference champions would be contracted to a specific bowl. If they were not
in the championship game, all other games and bowls would then be free to. compete
and contract with whomever they chose. Under this scenario, the Holiday Bowl
would have no objection to an anti-overlap ment that protects the single na-
tional championship game. The Holiday Bowl believes that protecting only one game
and one time slot is not an undue restriction on competition. .

ANTI-OVERLAP AGREEMENT—NO GAMES OPPOSITE ALLIANCE BOWLS

Question 3a. A few years ago, the Holiday Bowl ed that there was an anti-
overlap agreement among the Alliance conferences. You have also made such a
statement here today. Am I right in concluding that under the terms of such an

ment, no Alliance bowls or teams would be able to compete in television time
slots opposite other Alliance bowls?

Answer 3a. Yes, If a bow] attempted to schedule its game opposite an Alliance
bowl, it is our understanding that the Conference Commissioners from the Alliance
Conference would prohibit any of their Conference members from accepting an invi-
tation to play in this bowl. .

Question 3b. Did some form of an anti-overlap agreement exist in the original Re-
quest for Proposal? . )
Answer 3b. As [ recall, the uest for Proposal stated that the selected bowls
would be guaranteed that no member Conference teams would be permitted to play
in a bowl in a conflicting time period.
uestion Jc. Prior to the existence of the Bowl Coalition and Bowl Alliance—say
1988 or 1989 or 1990, were any games played opposite either the Sugar, Orange,
orAF!i;:vtabgwls‘}? fact the Orange Bowl and S B d h
er 3c. Yes, in fact the e Bowl and Sugar Bowl played opposite eac
other. Also, the Fiesta Bowl overlapped part of the Rose Bowl.
Question 3d. Since the Bowl Coalition and Bowl Alliance came into effect in 1991,
have any %ogv%ames been broadcasted opposite the Sugar, Orange, or Fiesta bowls?
Answer 3d. No.
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ANTI-OVERLAP AGREEMENT ENSURES THAT ALLIANCE IS THE “ONLY GAME IN TOWN”

Question 4. Would you not agree with me that television ratings regarding Alli-
ance games-could overstate consumer satisfaction if consumers have no other choice
of a game to watch in that prime New Year’s television slot? In other words, maybe
the reason that consumers kept watching No. 7 Penn State trounce No. 20 Texas
is because it was literally the “only game in town”?

. Answer 4. I totally agree with you. I believe research would show that the com-
. bined television ratings of two bowl games played opposite each other would exceed
* the rating of a single bowl game played in an exclusive time slot. :

- RESPONSE OF.RICHARD K. CIRCUIT TO A QUESTION FROM SENATOR
STROM THURMOND

Question 5. Mr. Circuit, it is my understanding that when the Bowl Alliance was
formed," every bowl except the Rose Bowl was vgxilven the opportunity to bid to be a
pall')t ;?f .the arrangement when it was formed. Why did the Holiday Bowl choose not
to bid?

Answer 5. This question implies that if one is given an opportunity to join an ille-
gal activity and declines, he is thereafter precluded from condemning the illegal ac-
tivity. As a. point of fact, the Holiday Bowl determined that it was not appropriate
to “bid” for a position in a system that excluded the Western Athletic (gonference
champion. Setting aside our reservations about the group boycott and the anti-over-
lap rule, we felt it was fundamentally unfair and immoral to support an “old boy”

~exclusionary format. In the alternative, the Holiday Bowl proposed that a fourth

" bowl be added to remove the exclusion of the WAC. In that scenario, the Holida,
Bowl -would guarantee inclusion of the WAC champion in its game if the WA
champion were not selected by one of the three Alliance bowls. The Holiday Bowl
further stipulated that it would a to pick last (No. 7 and No. 8) each gear. The
Alliance bowls would have been 'mer advantaged in. that the Holiday Bowl pro-
posal created.one more Alliance berth for a member team. The Alliance Commis-
sioners refused to even consider this proposal. If the proposal were to have been ac-
cepted, it would have completely obviated the complaints raised at the hearing by
the senators from Utah and Wyoming. Finally, even though the Alliance has offered
a “form” of admittance to the WAC and Conference USA, such admission only fur-
ther exacerbates (by broadening the group boycott) the harm done to all non-Alli-
ance bowls by the Alliance anti-overlap agreements.

RESPONSES OF JAMES E. DELANY TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR MITCH MCCONNELL

Question 1. A lot of statements have been made about the Alliance’s o position
to a playoff. These statements, however, are typically made by someone other than
the Alliance. For example, it has been said that the Alliance created the Bowl Coali-
tion and the Bowl Alliance to “avoid the creation of a NCAA-run national playoff
* * * and to keep the power and money in the hands of the * * * [Alliance] con-
ferences.” What is your view of a playoff system?

Answer 1. I agree with Mr. Kramer that the Alliance itself has no position on a
Elayoff system. I can speak only for the member institutions of the Big Ten, who

ave opposed a playoff largely for the same reasons discussed in Mr. Kramer’s re-
sponse to this question.

Question 2. If you could-be convinced that both players and fans preferred a play-
off system, and assuming there was some way to do that in conjunction with the
bowls—would you be open to a playoff system?

Answer 2. Again, I can only respond for the Big Ten Conference. Over a long pe-
riod of time, the presidents of the institutions in the Big Ten have been consistently
opposed to a multi-game, NFL-style playoff. I do not know if the hypothetical cir-
cumstances posed by the question would alter that opposition.

Question 3..In the Alliance’s legal brief, you repeatedly state that there is no
groundswell of support for a playoff system. How can you make this statement in
the face of the testimony we're hearing here today? Morecver, how can you make
this argument when a recent Gallop poll shows that 70 '})ercent of college football
fans prefer a play-off system over the current bowl system?

Answer 3. Mr. Kramer responded fully to this question. I generally agree with his
response.
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Question 4. Again, in the Alliance brief, you argue that “The Alliance Agreement
Has No Anticompetitive Effects.” (p. 40) The Alliance made a similar argument in
a memorandum to me in 1993—when the Bowl Coalition did not even have a theo-
retical opening for at-large teams. I must confess that I find your absolutist argu-
ment a bit hard to swallow. Let's spell this out.

Question 4a. Immediately prior to the existence of the Bowl Coalition/Alliance,
how many “open,” uncommitted slots did the Sugar, Orange, and Fiesta Bowls have?

Question 4b. Under the present Bowl Alliance agreement, read in a light mist fa-
vorabl?e to the Alliance, how many slots are theoretically open to non-Alliance
teams?

Question 4c. So my understanding is that prior to the Bowl Coalition/Alliance,
there were four open slots. Is that right?

Question 4d. And under the current Bowl Alliance agreements, there are two open
slots. Is that right? :

Question de. Isn't is fair then to say that there is less competition as a result of
the Bowl Alliance?

Answers 4a—4e. Mr. Kramer responded fully to this question. I generally agree
with his response. ‘ :

Question 5. A few years ago, the Holiday Bowl—which has sent a representative
to testify here today—-a.rsu that there was an anti-overlap agreement among the
Alliance conferences. Under the terms of such an agreement, no Alliance bowls or
{:anlls would be able to compete in television time slots opposite other Alliance

wls.

Question 5a. Did some form of an anti-overlap agreement exist.in the original Re-
quest for Proposal? ’

uestion 5b. Did some form of anti-overlap agreement exist in the actual written
Alliance contract?

Question 5c. Prior to the existence of the Bowl Coalition and Bowl Alliance—say
1988 or 1989 or 1990, were any games played opposite either the Sugar, Orange or
Fiesta bowls? )

Question 5d. Since the Bowl Coalition and Bowl Alliance came into effect in 1991,
have any bowl games been broadcast opposite the Sugar, Orange or Fiesta bowls?

Question Se. you aware of other bowl agreements within your own conference
that prohibit playing opposite Alliance bowls?

Answer 5a-6e. Mr. lgramer responded fully to the first four subparts to this ques-
tion, and I am in general agreement with those responses. With respect to the third
subpart, like Mr. Kramer, I do not recall the exact times that each of the bowl
Fames was played before the Coalition, but Mr. Kramer’s statement that, until the
ate 1980s, the Rose Bowl was generally not played opposite any other bowl game
is correct. Beginning in the late 1980s and into the early 1990s, the Fiesta Bowl
generally kicked off at about the same time as the Rose Bowl. In the late 1980s and
the early 1990s, the Ora Bowl was generally played opposite the Sugar Bowl.

With respect to subpart five, I do not recall any agreements between the Big Ten
and either the Fiesta Bowl or Sugar Bowl that our institutions would not compete
in other bowl games played at substantially the same time as those games. I have
also been unable to locate any such agreements after reviewing our files. At the re-
quest of the Orange Bowl, the members of the Big Ten have agreed that they will
not play in another bowl game at substantially the same time as the Orange Bowl
provided that Big Ten institutions are eligible to be selected by the Orange Bowl
in any particular year. )

It has generally been our practice and preference over the years not to have the
member institutions of the Big Ten participate in bowl games that are played sub-
stantially in the same time period. We do not want our fans to have to choose be-
tween two postseason games involving Big Ten teams. Instead, we prefer that they
be able to watch both. This is true not only for the Alliance bowls but also for the
Citrus, Outback, Sun, and Alamo bowls, all of which host a member of our con-
ference each year. With respect to the Rose Bowl, we do have an agreement that
we will not participate in another game that starts within two hours and forty-five
minutes of the kickoff of the Rose Bowl. That provision has been in our formal
agreement with the Rose Bowl since at least 1890, before the formation of the Alli-
ance, and perhaps several years before that. o :

Question 6. In your brief, K:u spend a great deal of time arguing that consumers
are happy with the current bowl-set up, and in particular, hawy with the Alliance
bowl games. You base this conclusion on television ratings. Would you not agree
with me that those television ratings could overstate consumer satisfaction if con-
sumers have no other choice of a game to watch in that prime time New Year’s tele-
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-vision glot? In other words, maybe the reason that consumers kept watching No. 7
Penn State trounce No. 20 Texas is because it was literally the “o aﬁ, game in town"?

Answer 6. Mr. Kramer responded fully to this question. I generally agree with his
response.

Question 7. The current Alliance agreement provides that a non-Alliance school,
such as BYU, may be eligible if it either (a) has 8 wins, or (b) is ranked higher than
the conference chamﬂion from one of the Alliance conferences.

Question 7a. Which poll or rating system do the conferences and bow] committees
use to determine the ranking of the Alliance and Non-Alliance schools?

Question 7b. If the Sagarin ratings are not used for thmurposes of determining
whether a non-Alliance school is ranked higher than an Alliance conference cham.
pion, then why does the Alliance consistently cite the Sagarin ratings in its brief
to justify the dyecision NOT to pick BYU?

wers 7a-7b. Mr. Kramer responded fully to this question. I generally agree
with his response,

Question 8. If, in fact, the Sagarin ratings are important to the Alliance, then I
would think that the Alliance would be interested in the following fact: Factoring
in East Carolina's commitment to join the C-USA, the Saéarin ratings place the
CUSA ahead of the Big East Conference and the Atlantic Coast Conference. Both
the Rll.ﬁ East and the ACC have a guaranteed berth in the Alliance bowls. Under
-the Alliance’s own standards, don’t these Sagarin ratin, suggest that the C-USA
is more deserving of :;]f'uaranteed berth than either the Big East or the ACC?

Answer 8. 1 generally agree with Mr. Kramers response. Let me reiterate that
the Big Ten would not tgarticiﬁzbe in the new Alliance arrangement if it had to give
up its relationship with the Rose Bowl. As I noted in my written statement, that
relationship is of a half-century’s standing, is highly valued by the Big Ten, and is
?art of the fabric of our conference. Our member institutions are willi ing for our con-

erence champion to appear in another bowl only when that team is ranked number
one or two and the Rose Bow] is not scheduled to host the championshi game. Con-
tinuing our close and valued relationship with the Rose Bowl is vi y important
to our conference, and while we are willing to alter that tradition to make a true
national cha;nilpionship possible on an annual basis—which we believe is good for
college football as a whole—we consider that alteration a substantial price to pay
for the creation of a national championship game every year. Thus, our abilitg to
maintain our traditional affiliation with the Rose Bowl is absolutely necessary if we
are to participate in the new Alliance arrangement.

Question 9. What role do the Alliance conferences ;;lay in the selection process?
How many slots are absolutely mandated by the Alliance conferences? :

Answer 9. Mr. Kramer responded fully to this question. I generally agree with his
response.

Question 10. Describe any conversations you may have been privy to regarding
the 1996 selection process. Specifically, describe any of your conversations between
the bowls, commissioners, and the networks regarding the decision NOT to select
BYU—in spite of their record and ranking.

Answer 10. As is normal for conference commissioners, 1 spoke with representa-
tives of both the Fiesta and Orange Bowls to promote our institutions and told them
that we were interested in plaging in their games. I also told them that I recognized
that they would make their decisions on which at-large teams to select based on
their own criteria, as they had in the past. At no time did I suggest, or am I aware
of anyone connected with an Alliance conference or television network suggesting,
that those bowls should not select Brigham Young or any other eligible team.

Question 11. What role do the networks have, either formally or informally, in the
selection of teams? :

Answer 11. Like, Mr. Kramer, I am not aware of the terms of the contractual ar-
rangements between the three Alliance bowls and their telecasting networks. Those
contracts are nggotiabed solely between each bowl and its television network. As Mr.
Kramer pointed out, the bowl selection committees may consult informally with
their television networks as part of their selection process.

Q_uesti;m 12. How were the Orange, Sugar, and Fiesta bowls selected to be in the
ance?

Answer 12. Mr. Kramer responded fully to this question. I generally agree with
his response. .

%:testion 13. Was their [sic] a bid process? If so, did the Alliance bowls go to the
highest bidders? :
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Answer 13. Mr. Kramer responded fully to this question. I generally agree with
his response. :

Question 14. I understand from your brief that the new SuperAlliance bowls have
not been selected. What is the method of selection for the new bowls? Will all bowls
have a chance to bid? Will the SuperAlliance desifnation if to the highest bidder?
The Holiday Bowl is here with us to testif; toda'y. f the Holiday Bowl is the highest
bidder, will it be one of the SuperAlliance bowls?

Answer 14. Mr. Kramer responded fully to this question. I generally agree with
his response.

Question 15. The Alliance justifies its championship structure in large part based
on which schools and conferences have a winning tradition -or legacy of bowl vic-
tories. This type of reasoning seems to me to be-at the heart of the Alliance’s anti-
trust violations. Doesn't it strike you as patently unfair to reward a school in 1997
for its accomplishments in the 1980s? I think it is completely irrelevant what a
team like the University of Louisville or a team like the University of Alabama did
in previous years. In fact, in the Fiesta Bowl following the 1990 season—before the
Alliance came onto the scene—U of L played Alabama on New Year’s Day. U of L
had never been to a New Year's Day bowl, while Alabama had won more bowl
ghames than any team in the country. U of L won that game 34-7. Don't you think

at the Alliance’s reliance on past performance perpetuates the current power
structure and ensures that the strons %itnstron er, while the rest get weaker?
hiAnswer 15. Mr. Kramer responde y to this question. I generally agree with

s response. .

Question 16. The Alliance spends a lot of time arguing that its horizontal agree-
ments allow college football to compete more effectively with other sporting events,
like the NFL. Don’t you think that an open system—that allows merit-based com-
petition and allows both Davids and Goliaths to play each other—would be more ex-
citing for fans, and thus, be more competitive with some potential NFL New Year's
day game? For example, you certainly don’t see the NBA putting a great deal of ef-
fort into broadcasting games opposite March Madness.

Answer 16. Mr. Kramer responded fully to this question. I generally agree with
his response.

RESPONSES OF JAMES E. DELANY TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR STROM THURMOND

Question 3. Mr. Delany, if the NCAA moved to a play-off system for Division I-
A teams, what impact do you believe this system would have on fan support and
TV ratings for traditional bowl games? ’

Answer 3. I generally a with the statements made by Mr. Kramer in response
to Question No. 1 posed by Senator McConnell. It is my view that, over the long
run, most of the support from television networks, corporate sponsors, and advertis-
ers that now flows into the traditional bowl system would be taken out of the bowl
ﬁames and tﬁu‘: into a playoff if one were created. Whatever mechanism is used to

etermine the national championship will draw the most media attention and fan
interest as well. If that is a playoff, then I believe that it will draw the lion’s share
of fan sxltﬁ)ort and television ratings as well.

Like Mr. Kramer, I also believe that it would be vexﬁ difficult, if not impossible,
for many of the smaller bowl games to survive if a playoff system is created. Al-
though the smaller bowls are not as well established as some of the older games,
they are important to college football and provide the coaches, players, and fans of
a number of institutions with superb postseason experiences. The loss of those op-
portunities would, I believe, hurt college football. I am also concerned that even the
older, more established bowl games, if they survive, will be tremendously altered.
These bowls provide not only ncial support for the participating teams but also
support for higher education generally through scholarship programs and the like.
They also sponsor a number of community events and support charitable activities.
Thus, even if these older bowls could survive after the creation of a playoff, I am
concerned that the character of these entities would be greatly changed.

Question 4. Mr. Delany, when the Rose Bowl is added to the Bowl Alliance follow-
ing the 1998 season, how likely will it be that the Alliance will create an annual
matchup between the two top-ranked NCAA Division I-A teams?

Answer 4. Once the Rose Bowl is integrated into the Alliance after the 1998 regu-
lar season, the creation of an annual national championship game will be as certain
as it can be made. I can only think of one circumstance in which the two top-ranked
teams would not meet in a bowl game: One of those two teams would have to be
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(1) a member of a non-Alliance conference or an independent other than Notre
Dame and (2) choose not to play in the game. To my knowledge, no non-Alliance
team has rejected the opportunity to make itself available to play in an Alliance

" bowl if selected, and I would not expect any eligible team to refuse to play in the
game. :

RESPONSES OF CEDRIC W. DEMPSEY TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR
MITCH MCCONNELL

Question 1. Imagine the reaction if “March Madness” were run by the College
Bowl Alliance.

I think we all would agree that March Madness is a tremendous success for the
NCAA, the colleges, the networks, and the fans. It is clearly one of the most success-
ful and exciting events in all of sports. Moreover, the event exemplifies basic fair-
ness and open competition. In the face of this kind of unqualified success and open
competition, how can the NCAA continue to take a hands-off approach to the world
of Division I college football? .

What do you think would be the national reaction if tomorrow the NCAA decided
it was going to Fet out of the college basketball playoff business and let a few'con-
ferences and a few private entities run the basketball postseason. Specifically, the
new system would not be a playoff system to all conferences and schools, but
rather would be genuinely open to only six conferences. The remaining schools and
conferences would receive no opportunity to compete, or, at best, only a theoretical
opportunity to compete.

ven worse, imagine further that the NCAA tournament schools would receive 8
million dollars for participating. And, the justification for choosing the l‘j.u-ivileged
schools would be simply: “Hey, we've been successful over the past several years so
we deserved privileged status for this upcoming season.”

What do you think would be the reaction by the fans and the excluded schools?

Answer 1. The NCAA executive director does not have the authority to dictate
that the Association will sponsor a Division I-A national football championship. The
executive director has prepared written reports on the subject for review and consid-
eration by the newly tormed NCAA Division I Board of Directors. That group has
demonstrated little interest in supporting a national football championship concept.

Fans, media and some institutions have lobbied for a national football champion-
ship for many years. Those publics, however, have not been persuasive in their at-
tempts to influence a change of opinion by chief executive officers of institutions of
higher learning. The vast majority of Division I~A currently supports the status
quo. No individual or committee can overrule the vote of the membership.

Question 2. Why conduct national championships in every sport and on every level
of college football—except Division IA?

Answer 2. Bowl games traditionally haye provided competitive opportunities for
student-athletes and have generated significant revenues for Division I-A institu-
tions over a long period of time. Most Division I-A members have shared in these
revenues either directly as a participant or indirectly as a member of a conference
that shares postseason revenues with all members. Those institutions are reluctant
to support a change in the traditional structure and believe that the current bowl
system provides more student-athletes, and therefore more institutions, the oppor-
tunity to participate in postseason play. A similar structure has never existed for
NCAA championships for other sports.

uestion 3. Hands-off approach.
he NCAA has a history of being concerned about the corruption and infiltration
of money into college athietics. As an outgrowth of these concerns, the NCAA has
promulgated stringent rules and regulations to avoid the corrupting influence of
money. I applaud your concerns and your efforts in this regard. Let me again point
out that the Bowl Alliance involves six conferences and approximately $70 million.
This, I would presume, is the single biggest infiltration of money into college athlet-
ics. Is there not some concern over corruption and unfairness here? Does it not
strike you as illogical or even hypocritical for the NCAA to take such a hands-off
apxrach to the Big Money Bowl Alliance?
swer 3. There is no evidence of corruption in the traditional bowl system or
the current and rroposed alliance. The Division I-A membership is concerned about
some of the exclusionary provisions of the alliance. It is my understanding that
those individuals responsible for formulating and administering the alliance have
responded r&sitively to those concerns. As long as the majority of the Division I-
A membership supports the current bowl structure, the CAX legislative process
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will not vest any group or individual the power to enact a Division I-A national
football championship. '

Question 4. Describe the NCAA’s recent discussions of playoffs.

In a December 1996 Sports Ilustrated article, Tim Layden wrote that “in the
spring of 1994 the NCAA tried to study the possibility of starting a playoff system
but, overwhelmed by political and economjc issues, gave up right after breakfast on
the first day.”

Describe those political issues that forced the NCAA to scrap any thoughts of a
playoff system in 1994.

Has a vote even been taken on the issue of football playoffs in the NCAA?

Who will decide whether playoffs should become a reality? Presidents? Athletic
Directors? What is the make-up of that body in terms of Alliance versus Non-Alli-
ance schools? In other words, is the Alliance a majority of the deciding body? :

Answer 4. The NCAA’s most recent discussions that focused on a Division I-A na-
tional football championship included a comprehensive study by the NCAA Special
Committee to Study a Division I-A Football Championship, which prepared an ex-
tensive report for the NCAA Presidents Commission in 1994. Also, papers were pre-
gared by staff for the January 1997 meeting of the Presidents Commission-and in

une of this year for the Division I Board of Directors. The Presidents Commission
in 1994 accepted the report, which stated that the playoff concept had merit, but
did not authorize continued study or support legislation to authorize a champion-
ship. The Division I Board last month received the staff reports, but expressed more
interest in expanding the Association’s role in the current postseason structure rath-
er than supporting a championship structure similar to what is in place for all the
other sports that the Association sponsors. .

The reference to the December 1996 Sports Illustrated article by Tim Layden is
not correct. The special committee, in fact, met separately with several different in-
terest groups over several months. The members of the special committee, as ref-
erenced earlier, were convinced the concept had merit and forwarded a rec-
ommendation to the NCAA Presidents Commission that they be permitted to study
further a Division I-A playoff. There is no record that the report was not seriously
ansi,dergd by the Commission, although that body elected not to proceed with fur-

er study. .

The primary political forces opposing the playoff concept in 1994 were (1) a focus
%roug of student-athletes, who represented several conferences, and (2) the Division
—A head football coaches. The American Football Coaches Association continues to
oppose a national championship format. While neither of these groups would have
had a vote on the issue, their positions were known and had an influence on chief
executive officers.

In 1976, a proposal to establish a Division I-A football championship was intro-
duced on the recommendation of a special committee that had studied the feasibility
of a playoff. This proposal, however, was withdrawn and there was no discussion -
of it on the Convention floor. Another resolution was introduced at the 1988 Con-

- vention that would have attempted to measure the interest of Division I-A members
in a national football championship. The Division I-A subcommittee of the NCAA
Presidents Commission convened in September prior to the January Convention and
considered this proposal. The minutes of that meeting indicate that the group ex-
pressed firm opposition. The Division I-A delegates at the Convention subsequently
opposed this action with 98 yeas, 13 nays and one abstention.

e membership of those Division I-A conferences that have formed the alliance
do form a majority of that (sub?)division.

Question 5. Discuss alternatives to the current Bowl Alliance structure.

What are some of the proposals for alternatives to the Bowl Alliance?

Describe what you know about the playoff proposal that is beil;.% discussed by a
'ti‘ask force of Athletic Directors, led by the Athletic Director at the University. of

'exas.

Answer 5. I have shared with you similar information that was requested by the
NCAA Presidents Commission and reviewed by that group last month. It is my
under standing that the Division I-A Athletics Directors Association plans to under
take a comprehensive study of the sport of football and the national champion ship
question will be included. This group does not have the authority to enact a cham-
pionship, although its members certainly could have an influence on their respective
chief executive officers. The institutions that they represent continue to have the
legislative forum to enact such competition or maintain the current bowl structure.
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RESPONSES OF RoY F. KRAMER TO QUESTIONS FROM: SENATOR MITCH MCCONNELL

Question 1. A lot of statements have been made about the Alliance’s opposition
to a playoff. These statements, however, are typicallﬁhmade by someone other than
the Alliance. For example, it has been said that the Alliance created the Bowl Coali-
tion and the Bow! Alliance to “avoid the creation of a NCAA-run national playoff
* * * and to keep the power and money in the hands of the * * * [Alliance) con-
ferences.” What isA{ﬁu.r view of a playoff system?

Answer 1. The Alliance, as such, has no position on a playoff system. The decision
whether to create a playoff system for Division I-A college football resides with the
NCAA, which, of course, includes representatives of the various conferences that are
members of the Alliance and the institutions that are members of the Alliance con-
ferences but does not include representatives of the Alliance itself. The NCAA also
includes representatives of non-Alliance conferences, institutions in those con-
ferences, and independent institutions that play Division I-A football.

I can, however, reiterate the present views of the member institutions of the
Southeastern Conference. Our member institutions have generally opposed the cre-
ationof a g}ayoﬂ system for a number of reasons.

First, it has been the belief of our institutions that a playoff system would destroy
the bowl system. College football is a tradition-laden game, and the bowls have

layed a great role in developing those traditions. A playoff system will focus most
if not all of the television and media attention on the playoff games. Advertis‘i’x:'g
and corforate sponsorship dollars will follow, and we believe that it will be very dif-
ficult, if not impossible, for many of the bowl games to survive under the those cir-
cumstances. Our institutions believe that loss of bowl games would be detrimental
for college football. The bowls have existed for more than 80 tlv,;ears and provided sub-
stantial support for college football. Communities across the nation are proud of
their bowl committees, and rightly so. The institutions of the Southeastern Con-
ference do not want to reduce the number of bowl games and are not anxious to
weaken them in any respect. As a conference, we believe that a playoff system
would do precisely that.

Second, and this reason fits closely with the first, we do not believe that there
is a workable playoff system that can be crafted to take advantage of the current
bowl system. A playoff will inevitab%y involve seeding of teams and extensive travel
by some participat.mgl institutions. To make the playoff system economically viable,
it is my view, and the view of the members of our conference, that the t and
second round games would have to be played at on-campus sites. In other words,
one team (most likely the higher seedecf team) would play the earlﬁplayoﬁ' ames
on its home field. That is what happens now in the Division I-AA, Division II, and
Division III plaigﬁ's. Besides generating a great deal of controversy, that fact would
preclude a number of fans from traveling to see their teams 1play. ’

Some playoff advocates have suggested that we simply play the playoff games at
bow! sites. I would respectfully suggest that such a proposal is unworkable. It is
simplﬁ not reasonable to expect the fans of our institutions to travel many miles
from home, especially during the holiday season, incur the cost of game tickets, ho-
tels, food, transportation, and incidentals for several weeks in a row in order to fol-
low their teams throughout a playoff race. An example may illustrate my point.
Suppose in an eight-team playoff format that the national championship game is
scheduled for the Rose Bowl. Suppose further that Florida State University, as it
often is, is a contender for the national championship and that it is set to play the
University of Washington in a first round game at the Cotton Bowl in Dallas. The
seedings call for the winner of that game to advance to a semi-final contest the fol-
lowing week to be played at the Fiesta Bowl in Tempe, Arizona. It will be enor-
mously costly for the fans of Florida State and Washington to travel such great dis-
tances on consecutive weeks to see their teams play. This assumes, of course, that
people can rearrange their schedules on consecutive weekends to make cross-country
travel possible, which I believe is most unlikely.

’I‘hirg, each of the bowl games certified by the NCAA provides a postseason expe-
rience for roughly 200 student-athletes. Last season, approximately 3600 student-
athletes participated in bowl games. Because a playoff system would eventually re-
duce the number of bow] games, it would greatly reduce the number of student-ath-
letes participating in postseason play. During the hearings and in supplemental
questions posed to me, there is often an analogy drawn between a othetical foot-
ball playoff and the NCAA basketball championship tournament. But no football
playoff will ever be antw;thjhg like the basketgall playoff. I was head football coach
at Eastern Michigan University for thirteen years. I am acutely aware that the
physical demands of the game on plaf\:ars mean that a team can play only one game
per week. An eight-team playoff, which would involve only 800 student-athletes,
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would take three weeks to complete. By contrast, the NCAA basketball tournament
plays 63 games in that same three-week span. There is simply no way to play a
tournament of that size in college football. Thus, our conference.believes that the
inevitable result of a playoff system will be to reduce the number of postseason op-
portunities available to student-athletes. . \

Fourth, in addition to the hardship on alumni and fans, the presidents of the in-
stitutions of the Southeastern Conference have a great concern that a national play-
off will have a substantial impact on the academic missions of the participating uni-
versities. NCAA-member institutions, and particularly those with Division I-A foot-
ball frograms, have come under criticism over the years, some of it extremely point-
ed, claiming that athletic competition was given too high a priority. I cannot address
all of those criticisms here, but I can say that the presidents of our member institu-
tions are concerned that there be a proper balance between athletic competition and
the core academic missions of the universities. None of the institutions of the South-
eastern Conference exists to field a football team. Each exists to educate young peo-
ple, help them develop their minds, and to enter the world outside the university
with the skills necessary to succeed in life. College athletics helps our institutions
fulfill that role, but what takes place on the college football field is not more impor-
tant than what takes place in the lecture hall and the laboratory.

A playoff would take place in December when virtually all of the institutions in
my conference hold final examinations for the first semester of the academic year.
That would require student-athletes in our conference to play in the most important
games of the season—for some players, the most important games of their athletic
careers—at a time when their academic work is making the greatest demands on
them as well. These playoff games would also have great impact on the remainder
of the student body. Bands and cheerleaders would expect to travel to playoff games,
and a number of students would also want to attend these games. The impact of
a playoff on the institution as a whole would extend far beyond the student-athlete.
The presidents of our member institutions have considered these factors and consist-
ently felt that the benefits of a NCAA championship playoff in football are out-
weighed by the effects of such a playoff on their academic missions. That is an edu-
cational judgment, and I do not see how anyone not responsible for. administration
of a university can possibly be in a position to second-guess the reasonableness of
that determination. -

I also note that, despite the existence of a playoff system in Divisions I-AA, II,
and III, these concerns of such importance that some institutions in those Divisions
choose not to participate in the playoffs. The Ivy League institutions, for example,
do not compete in the Division I-AA playoffs. Last season, Dartmouth won the Ivy
League championship and had a perfect 10~0 regular season record but did not par-
ticipate in the playotfs. Similarly, the University of Pennsylvania fielded undefeated
Zesz inffthe earlier part of the decade and did not participate in the Division I-

ayoffs.

Fll;th, we believe that adoption of the playoff system may diminish regular season
football and the quality of our conference championship race. One of the-criticisms
that has been leveled at college basketball is that the NCAA championship tour-
nament devalues regular season play. Teams need not win their conference cham-
%ionships or even have winning conference records to be selected to play in the

CAA tournament, and consequently, some have argued, the conference champion-

ship does not mean as much as it once did. The absence of a playoff in college foot-
balf has placed paramount importance on the regular season ang on the conference
championship races. I believe that fact is borne out by the success of the Southeast-
ern Conference championship game, which our conference has hosted for the last six
seasons, and b% the excitement generated last year by the inaugural cham&ionship
games in the Big 12 Conference and the Western Kthletic Conference. With the
adoption of a playoff system, certainly our conference would have to reevaluate
whether a championship game was in our long-term interest and whether such a
game could be accommodated given the schedule adopted for the playoff. I believe
others would have to make the same evaluations.

Finally, the playoff system is always portrayed as a panacea for team selection
problems alleged to exist within the bowl system. A playoff system will have at least
as much controversy as the bowl selection process and may have substantially more
because those teams passed over by the selection committee will most likely have
fewer, if any, postseason opportunities.

Before I complete my response, I want to comment briefly on the quoted state-

_ment in the question. I believe that quotation was taken from an article written by
Tim Layden in Sports Illustrated in December 1996. Mr. Layden, who is a fine
sportswriter, appeared before this subcommittee, and his written statement and oral
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remarks were of a far different tenor than those contained in the December 1996
article.

Question 2. If you could be convinced that both players and fans preferred a play-
off system, and assuming there was some way to do that in conjunction with the
bowls—would you be open to a playoff system?

Answer 2. Our conference is always open to new ideas. However, as recently as
three years ago, the presidents of the institutions in the Southeastern Conference
considered the concept of a playoff—not a concrete pl::i\;oﬂ‘ format—and voted unani-
mously against it. In my view, before there is any change in that opposition, the
problems mentioned in my response to Question No. 1 would have to be resolved,
and as yet, the member institutions of my conference have not seen any playoff con-
cepts or proposals that would do so.

Question 3. In the Alliance’s legal brief, you repeatedly state that there is no
groundswell of support for a playoff system. How can you make this statement in
the face of the testimony we're hearing here today? Moreover, how can you make
this argument when a recent Gallop poll shows that 70% of college football fans pre-
fer a play-off system over the current bowl system?

Answer 3. The statement in question appears only once in the Alliance’s submis-
sion to the Department of Justice and was addressed to the fact that there is no

undswell of support for a pla{oﬂ‘ system among NCAA Division I-A members.
frt?link that statement is undeniable because a substantial majority of those institu-
tions have opposed the creation of a Division I-A playoff when the issue has been
raised. We do not believe that the antitrust laws compel the NCAA to sponsor a
Division I-A playoff and certainly not when a substantial majority of the Division
I-A membership is opposed to such a playoff.

With respect to the statements made at the hearing, I do not believe that they
can be construed as a “groundswell of support for a playoff.” Even the witnesses
critical of the Alliance were not unanimously in favor of a playoff. Indeed, Mr. Cir-
cuit, a representative of the Holiday Bowl, stated his firm opposition to a playoff.

With respect to the Gallop poll mentioned in the question, I am not familiar with
that poll or the question actually posed to the respondents. But as is often the case
in these matters, comparing the current bowl system to an abstract “playoff” is not
meaningful. The meanin comparison is to measure a concrete playoff proposal—
with all of its ramifications for the bowl system and college football generally—with
the current system. In our view, when faced with that choice, most college football
fans would prefer the current bowl system. »

Finally, as I mentioned in my response to Question No. 1, there are educational
imperatives for the members of my conference that have played a great role in their
opposition to a playoff system for Division I-A. Those educational concerns and the
weight to be given to them should be decided by university administrators, not by

olls of college football fans. For example, if a poll of fans showed that 70 percent
avored expansion of the college football season to 15 regular season games instead
of the 11 games that most teams currently play, I do not believe that the presidents
of our universities could be legitimately criticized for failing to go along with such
a proposal. The presidents of our institutions must place football and all other ath-
letic endeavors in the context of the overall mission of their respective universities.
As I said earlier, I simply do not see how their judgment on the proper balance be-
tween ‘fi‘ootball and the academic mission of the university can possibly be second-
guessed. ] .

Having said that, I am not suggesting that the wishes of the fans are not impor-
tant. The desire of the fans, among others, to have a national championship game
is the major reason behind the creation of the Alliance. There are other consider-
ations here, however, and they cannot be ignored.

Question 4. Again, in the Alliance brief, }\;ou argue that “The Alliance Agreement
Has No Anticompetitive Effects.” (p. 40) The Alliance made a similar argument in
a memorandum to me in 1993—when the Bowl Coalition did not even have a theo-
retical opening for at-large teams. I must confess that I find your absolutist argu-
ment a bit hard to swallow. Let’s spell this out. .

Question 4a. Immediately prior to the existence of the Bowl Coalition/Alliance,.
how many “open,” uncommitted slots did the Sugar, Orange, and Fiesta Bowls have?

Question 4b. Under the present Bowl Alliance agreement, read in a light mist fa-
vorabl;a to the Alliance, how many slots are theoretically open to non-Alliance
teams?

Question 4c. So my understanding is that prior to the Bowl Coalition/Alliance,’
there were four open slots. Is that right?
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Question 4d. And under the current Bowl Alliance agreements, there are two open
slots. Is that right? ] i

Question 4e. Isn't is fair then to say that there is less competition as a result of
the Bowl Alliance?

-Answers 4a—4e. I count at least five subparts and have found even more assump-
tions built into this question. I will answer each of the subparts individually and
then explain why the conclusion sought to be drawn—that there is less competition
as a result of the Alliance arrangement—is not correct. . :

Immediately before the formation of the Bowl Coalition, the Fiesta, Sugar, and
Orange Bowls in total had four uncommitted slots. Under the Alliance agreement,
there are two at-large slots open to teams outside the Alliance conferences. There
is nothing theoretical at all about the availability of these slots to other teams. The

_selection committees of each of the three bowls select at-large teams from those

qualifying for the at-large pool based on their own criteria.

Accepting for a moment that this is a “reduction” in the number of “open” slots,
that does not mean that there is less competition. The question wrongly assumes
that any “reduction” in the number of “open” bowl slots 1s a reduction in competi-
tion. If the number of “open” slots were the test of whether there was a reduction
in competition, then each of the individual contracts entered into by a conference
with a bowl would reduce competition because each of those contracts also reduces
the number of “open” slots in bowl games. If that argument were taken to its logical
conclusion, then the Rose Bowl’s agreements with the Big Ten and the Pac-10,
which have been in place for about 50 years, would have reduced competition be-
cause those agreements mean that there are no “open” slots in the Rose Bowl. No
one has seriously suggested or can suggest that the Rose Bowl's relationships with

‘the Big Ten and Pac-10 have reduced competition in any way, and if that were the

case, other contractual arrangements, including the WAC’s relationship with the
Holiday and Cotton Bowls and Conference USA’s agreement with the Liberty Bowl,
would also reduce competition.

As we understand them, the antitrust laws measure the anticompetitive effects
of an agreement by its effect on total output. The Alliance’s position on the proper
measure of output is set forth in its submission to the Department of Justice (pp.
20-22). But even if we indulge the assumption in the question that output is meas-
ured by the number of bowl slots, the Alliance arrangement has no effect on output.
The total number of bowls is established by the NCAA. The Alliance agreement does
not chax:ﬁe that number in any respect. It also does not affect the number of total
slots in the Alliance bowls or in any other bowls.

The question also focuses on “open” slots in three bowl games, but that ignores
the fact that the commitment of certain conference champions to the Alliance bowls
opened slots in other bowl games. Before the formation of the Bowl Coalition, indi-
vidual agreements between various bowls and certain conferences in the Alliance
had produced the following:

Rose Bowl—Big Ten champion vs. Pac-10 champions
Sugar Bowl—SEC champion vs. Open
Orange Bowl—Big Eight champion vs. Open
Cotton Bowl—Southwest Conference champion vs. Open
Citrus Bowl—ACC champion vs. Open

- Fiesta Bowl—Open vs. Open

In these six bowl games, there were six committed slots and six open slots. The
current Alliance arrangement has no effect on the Rose Bowl arrangement. The Cot-
ton Bowl is not part of the Alliance. Thus, the previously committed slot to the
Southwest Conference in that game became open, and the WAC entered into an ar-
rangement for its champion to participate in that game if selected. Brigham Young,
of course, played in the Cotton Bowl last season. %‘he Citrus Bowl was not part of
the Bowl Coalition or Alliance, and the slot previously occupied by the ACC cham-
pion was opened to other teams. In addition, the Southwest Conference has been
dissolved and the Big East Football Conference was formed. :

The ultimate effect of the Coalition and Alliance arrangements is to “reduce” the
number of uncommitted slots in the Fiesta, Orange, and Sugar Bowls from four to
two and to “increase” the number of “open” slots in the Cotton and Citrus Bowls
from two to four. In short, the Alliance has only affected where certain teams play
but not the total number of “open” slots in bowl games. Every “reduction” in open
slots in the Alliance bowls has been offset by a corresponding “increase” in “open”
slots in another bowl game. Those bowls have subsequently entered individual ar-
rangements with other conferences—one of which involves the WAC and none of
which is related to the Alliance. The point is that those slots were opened for other
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conferences to compete to make arrangements for their teams, and that result flows
directly from the Coalition and Alliance arrangements.

Finally, the question wrongly assumes that competition is harmed if it is more
structured. Before the formation of the Coalition, the bowl system had essentially
an “open” system as the question seems to define that term. National championship
games were very rare (only nine times in the 45 years before the Coalition); it often
was impossible to have matchups between the ciampions of different conferences,
and the rush to sign up teams early occasionally led to mismatches.

The Bowl Coalition and the Alliance have already provided three national cham-
gionship ames in their first five years of operation, and a championship game will

virtually certain once the Rose Bow], the Big Ten and Pac-10 champions are in-
cluded after the 1998 regular season. In addition, the Rose Bowl will be open to
teams outside the Big Ten and Pac-10 for the first time since the end of World War
II. Finally, independent teams and teams from non-Alliance conferences already
have a guaranteed berth in an Alliance bowl if they are ranked either one or two,
and, under modifications just announced, they, in most circumstances, will have a
guaranteed slot if they rank in the top six. This stands in sharp contrast to the prior
system. In 1984, Brigham Young finished the season unbeaten and ranked number
one in the nation but did not play in a New Year’s Day bowl game. Instead, it
played in the Holiday Bowl against a 6-6 Michigan team. It is ironic that com-
glamts are now being made that the Alliance is anticompetitive when Brigham

“Young played in its first New Year's Day bowl game in a bowl slot made available
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by the formation of the Alliance arrangement itself. Under the Alliance arrange-
ment, if Brigham Young stages a repeat of 1984, it is guaranteed a slot in the na-
tional championship game and may even play in the Rose Bowl if it qualifies for
the national championship game after the 2001 regular season.

In short, the fundamental premise of the question is inconsistent with the anti-
trust laws as we understand them. Competition is not measured by the effects of
a system on a single competitor or group of competitors or, in this question, by the
number of “open” slots available for them. The ultimate objective of competition is
consumer satisfaction, and the Bowl Coalition and Alliance have clearly provided a
superior product to consumers. The willingness of television networks, advertisers,
and sponsors to increase payments to the bowls for the Alliance bowl games is a
direct reflection of consumer satisfaction because those entities depend on the games
to agpeal to football fans in order to gain some benefit from their payments.

There is one othelM)oint to be made. The question refers to a submission by the
Alliance to Senator McConnell in 1993. That submission was not made by the Alli-
ance or any of the conferences in the Alliance but by the bowls that were the found-
ing members of the Bowl Coalition. We do not disagree with anything in that sub-
mission, but I point this out because it reveals an important fact. If the Coalition
and Alliance arrangements were anticompetitive, the participating bowls would be
the most obviously injured garties. They would not have made such a submission
if they had any complaints about the arrangement.

Question 5. A few years ago, the Holiday Bowl—which has sent a representative
to testify here today—argued that there was an anti-overlap agreement among the
Alliance conferences. Under,the terms of such an agreement, no Alliance bowls or
geanlls would be able to compete in television time slots opposite other Alliance

owls.

Question 5a. Did some form of an anti-overlap agreement exist in the original Re-
quest for Proposal?

uestion 50. Did some form of anti-overlap agreement exist in the actual written
Alliance contract? .

Question 5c. Prior to the existence of the Bowl Coalition and Bowl Alliance—say
1988 or 1989 or 1990, were any games played opposite either the Sugar, Orange or
Fiesta bowls?

Question 5d. Since the Bowl Coalition and Bowl Alliance came into effect in 1991,
have any bowl games been broadcast opposite the Sugar, Orange or Fiesta bowls?

Question Se. you aware of other bowl agreements within your own conference
that prohibit playin§1 opposite Alliance bowls?

Answers 5a—5e. There was no “anti-overlap” agreement in the original Alliance re-
quest for proposal. The original Alliance request for proposal stated as follows:

[Tlhe participating conferences have independently agreed that their
member institutions will not participate in any non-Alliance bowl .game
scheduled so that its three-and-one half hour time geriod would overlap any
Alliance Bowl’s time period by more than thirty (30) minutes. Further, no
Alliance Bowl may be scheduled to intrude into the time period of any other
Alliance Bowl or the Rose Bowl Game by more than thirty (30) minutes.
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In response to questions by some of the bowls responding to the RFP about the
meaning of this language, the Alliance clarified it and stated that “the member con-
ferences of the Alliance will not collectively guarantee exclusivity but will leave this
issue to be negotiated individually between each of the conferences and the bowls.”
The final Alliance agreemernt with the Fiesta, Orange, and Sugar Bowls contains a
provision expressly stating that there is no such agreement:

It is expressly understood by the [Alliance] Bowls that the Alliance will not
restrict in any way the right of Notre Dame or any individual member In-
stitution of a Conference from participating in any Non-Alliance Postseason
Game if Notre Dame’s team or such Institution’s team is not selected to
play in one of the [Alliance] Bowl Games.

With respect to other agreements by the Southeastern Conference not to play op-
posite the Alliance bowls, the SEC received individual requests from the Fiesta
Bowl, Orange Bowl, and Sugar Bowl, each asking that our teams not play in other
bowl games that were played substantially at the same time as the bowl making
the request. The athletic directors of our institutions considered those requests and
informed those bowls that Southeastern Conference institutions will not play in

_ other bowl games that are scheduled at substantially the same time as the Fiesta,

Orange, or Sugar Bowls. As a general practice, we have attempted, to the extent
possible, to avoid having teams in our conference appear in bowl games that are
scheduled at substantially the same time—including not only the Alliance bowls but
also the Peach, Outback, Citrus, and Independence Bowls, which also take SEC
teams each year—so that our fans will be able to watch all SEC teams compete in
postseason play without have to choose between games.

Finally, with respect to playing times of games in past years, I want to correct
one factual error in the question. The Bowl Coalition began play after the 1992 sea-
son, not the 1991 season. On the substance of the question, I am not certain of the
exact playing times for each of the three bowl games each year, but my recollection
is that until the late 1980s, no bowl game was played opposite the Rose Bowl. Be-
ginning in the late 1980s, when the Rose Bowl went from NBC to ABC, the Fiesta
Bowl was generally played on New Year's Day in the late afternoon eastern time
at about the same time as the Rose Bowl. In the late 1980s, the Orange Bowl and
Sugar Bowl were generally played on New Year’s night at about the same time as
one another. There may have been some exceptions, such as when New Year’s Day
fell on a Sunday and some bowls chose to pllt)ay on that day while others did not.
The playing times that I have described generally existed from the late 1980s up
until the bowl games played following the 1994 regular season. With the Bowl Alli-
ance beginning after the 1995 regular season, the Fiesta, Orange, and Sugar Bowls
have been scheduled on different days.

Question 6. In your brief, you spend a great deal of time arguing that consumers
are happy with the current bowl-set up, and in particular, happy with the Alliance
bowl games. You base this conclusion on television ratings. Would you not agree
with me that those television ratings could overstate consumer satisfaction if con-
sumers have no other choice of a game to watch in that prime time New Year's tele-
vision slot? In other words, maybe the reason that consumers kept watching No. 7 -
Penn State trounce No. 20 Texas is because it was literally the “only game in town”?

Answer 6. First, let me say that we do not measure consumer satisfaction solely
by television ratings. In our submission to the Department of Justice, we point out
that the willingness of the bowls, television networks, corporate sponsors, and ad-
vertisers to increase payments for the Alliance games over bowl games in prior.

ears is a clear reflection of consumer satisfaction with the Alliance arrangement.
he television ratings further confirm that point.

I cannot agree with the statement that the television ratings overstate consumer
satisfaction. Last year’s Citrus Bowl, which involved Tennessee and Northwestern,
was telecast opposite the Cotton Bowl involving Brigham Young and Kansas State.
Neither Tennessee nor Northwestern was ranﬁed as high as Erigham Young and
neither had received the same amount of media attention. The Citrus Bowl game
was not close (Tennessee won by 20 points), and yet its ratings points were 34 per-
cent higher than the Cotton Bowl. If fans were dissatisfied with that game, they
could have turned over to the Cotton Bowl. Apparently, they chose not to do so.

Further, I cannot agree with the statement that the Fiesta Bowl was the “onl
game in town.” Television viewers have substantially more choices than networ

rogramming these days. Cable and pay-per-view off’érings, along with the preva-
ence of home video and other media, give the public many more choices than they
had even ten years ago. Those of us in college football are keenly aware that there
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are many entertainment %ptions available to the public and that college football
o
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competes with those other forms of entertainment.

Question 7. The current Alliance agreement provides that a non-Alliance school,
such as BYU, may be eligible if it either (a) has 8 wins, or (b) is ranked higher than
the conference champion from one of the Alliance conferences.

Question 7a. Which poll or rating z{ﬁtem do the conferences and bowl committees
use to determine the ranking of the Alliance and Non-Alliance schools?

Question 7b. If the Sagarin ratings are not used for thiﬁlurposes of determining
whether a non-Alliance school is ranked higher than an Alliance conference cham-
pion, then why does the Alliance consistently cite the Sagarin ratings in its brief
to justify the decision NOT to pick BYU?

wers 7a and 7b. Before responding to the question, I want to correct some fac-
tual erélors in the question. The at-large pool of Alliance teams consists of those
teams that:

(a) Win eight games in the regular season, not counting exempt preseason
games;

(b) Aré ranked among the top 12 bowl-eligible teams in the Associated Press
poll or CNN/USA Today poll; or

(c) Are ranked no lower than the lowest ranked conference champion with a
guaranteed slot in one of the three Alliance bowl games.

A team is included in the at-lar%e pool if it meets any one of the three criteria.

Brigham Young qualified under all three criteria last year, as did several runner-

1;}) teams in the Alliance conferences (Nebraska, Penn State, Colorado, Tennessee,
orthwestern, and North Carolina). )

The Alliance agreement uses the Associated Press and the CNN/USA Today polls
to determine who is included in the at-large pool. Once that determination is made,
the bowls alone are responsible for selecting the two at-large teams. The question,
therefore, rests on a mistaken premise that the Alliance has any responsibility for
the selection of at-large teams. That decision was and remains solely with the bowls
ap’Flyingltheir own selection criteria. -

he Alliance cited the Saﬁarin rankings in its submission to the Department of
Justice to illustrate some fallacies in the complaint letter. The complaint letter as-
sumes that polls alone should determine who plays in Alliance bowl games. The
Sagarin rankin%: illustrate the point that other factors can often be included in the
analysis of which team a bowl cgooses to pick, and that there are other ranking sys-
tems that factor in strength of schedule and location of games that can play a role
in determining the quality of a particular team. In addition, neither the Associated
Press poll nor the C SA Today poll ranks all Division I football teams, making
iﬁmparisims of strength of schedule and other such factors impossible using solely

ose tools.

Question 8. If, in fact, the Sagarin ratings. are important to the Alliance, then I
would think that the Alliance would be interested in the following fact: Factoring
in East Carolina’s commitment to join the C-USA, the Sa(g-:arin ratings place the
CUSA ahead of the Big East Conference and the Atlantic Coast Conference. Both
the Biﬁ East and the ACC have a guaranteed berth in the Alliance bowls. Under
the Alliance’s own standards, don’t these Sagarin ratings suggest that the C-USA
is more deserving of a guaranteed berth than either the Big East or the ACC?

Answer 8. Even if one assumes the validity of including East Carolina’s play in
Conference USA’s Sagarin ratings, this question assumes that the guaranteed slots
were created in a vacuum and are subject to change easily and on the basis of a
sinsle performance by a conference in a sinile year. This is not correct. The guaran-
teed slots are integral to the existence of the Alliance arrangement and to the cre-
ation of a national chamf)ionship game.

To understand the role of the guaranteed slots, it is perhaps best to start with
the basic purpose of the Alliance. The current Alliance was esigned to maximize
the possibility of a national championship game and to match other high quality
teams in bowl games. The new Alliance arrangement that will begin after the 1998 -
regular season will virtually guarantee the existence of a national championship -
game. NCAA rules limit Division I-A teams qualifying for postseason play to par-
ticipation in one postseason college football game each year. Accordingly, the only
way to have a national championship game under existing NCAA rules is to pair
the teams ranked one and two in a bowl game at the end of the season.

How can that goal be accomplished? As I stated in my earlier remarks, this proc-
ess has been evolutionary and was not created in a vacuum or on a blank slate.
Before the formation of the Alliance, nearly all of the Alliance conferences each had
individual agreements with various bowl committees for their champions to host
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various bowl games. Those that did not had offers for such agreements. A list of
those contractual commitments of the Alliance conferences is included in my re-
sponse to Question No. 4. Those contractual commitments often precluded con-
ference champions from. playing against one another in bowl games. For example,
the Big Eight champion could not play against either the ACC, SEC, or Southwest
Conference champion in a bowl game. er, neither the Big Ten nor Pac-10
champions could play against anyone else in a bowl game. The result was that it
was often impossible to match the top two teams if both were conference champions.
In 1990, for example, Colorado and Georgia Tech were ranked number one and
number two respectively, but-could not play against one another in a bowl. The next
year, Miami was ranked number one in one poll, while Washington was ranked
number one in another poll. Those teams could not be paired in a bowl game to de-
cide the national championship. :

Before the early 1990s, the slots in certain bowl games not filled by conference
champions under affiliation agreements were often filled by either highly ranked
runner-up teams from other conferences or highly ranked independents, teams that
were not mémbers of any conference. Until the early 1990s, a number of major inde-
pendent teams consistently were in the hunt for the national championship. Amon|
them were Miami, which won four national championships between 1983 and 1991,
Penn State, which won two national cham ionshi(fs in the 1980s, Notre Dame,
which won the national championship in 1988 and has won more national titles
than any other institution, and Florida State, which has finished ranked among the
top four teams every year since 1987 (incluéing a national championship in 1993)
and has consistently been ranked since the late 1970s. By the early 1990s, however,
each of those teams except Notre Dame had announced its intention to join an exist-
ing football conference or be part of a new conference. In addition, other major inde-
pendent teams also announced that they would {gin conferences, including West Vir-
ginia, Syracuse, Boston College, and South Carolina.

As a result, the pool of independent teams that had traditionally competed for the
national championship and that would not be subject to conference/bowl affiliation
agreements in the future was dwindling. The old bowl system had never been able
to match the top two teams very often—only nine times in 45 years did the two top-
ranked teams play in a bowl—and such games were even less likely to occur once
the major independents joined conferences. In addition to the decreasing possibility
of a national championship game, the rush by the various bowl games to fill their
uncommitted slots led bowl committees to make  what amounted to invitations to
certain teams early in the season based on results achieved after six or seven ﬁames
and not on the record of a full season. These early invitations occasionally led to
mismatches in the bowl games or to games with less fan appeal.

These changes in the college football landscape frompted’ formation of the Bowl
Coalition. After the bowl games played in January 1992, the ACC's affiliation agree-
ment with the Citrus Bowl expired. Around that time, the ACC and the newly
formed Big East Football Conference, which included Miami, Syracuse, and West
Virginia, among other .teams, were each offered very attractive affiliation agree-
ments by what was then known as the Blockbuster Bowl. The payout to the cham-
pions of each of those conferences, had they accepted those affiliation arrangements,
would have been substantially higher than the payouts made by other bowls to their
participating institutions, with perhaps the exception of the Rose Bowl. Acceptance
o{'ﬁ those offers would have also made it very difficult to create a national champion-
ship game.

Instead of accepting the offers from the Blockbuster Bowl, the ACC and Big East
chose to join with the Bi%qught Conference, the Southwest Conference, the South-
eastern Conference, and Notre Dame as well as with the Cotton, Fiesta, Orange,
and Sugar Bowls in the formation of the Bowl Coalition. The Bowl Coalition did not
alter any of the existing affiliation agreements between the Cotton Bowl and South-
west Conference, Orange Bowl and Big Eight Conference, or Sugar Bowl and South-
eastern Conference; those contracts still had several years to run when the Coalition
was formed, and neither the participating bowls or the conferences wanted to alter
those arrangements. Instead, the Coalition provided for a selection order for those
bowls in the hope that they could create a national championship game given the
conference/bowl affiliation agreements existing at the time. The Fiesta Bowl, which
had two uncommitted slots in its game, almost always chose last in the Bowl Coali-
tion selection-order. ]

It was quite clear that the possibility of creating a national championship game
under the Coalition arrangement depended heavily on the participation of the ACC
and Big East. Teams in those conferences were consistently challenging for the na-
tional championship every year, and in fact, in the first two years of the Coalition
arrangement, the champions of the Big East and ACC each participated in the na-
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tioﬁal championship game. To participate in the Coalition arranﬁement, those two
conferences had to turn down the very attractive Blockbuster Bowl offers that I pre-

_viously mentioned. It was not reasonable to expect them to give up such attractive

and guaranteed bowl slots for their champions without some assurance that, in an
alternative arrangement, their champions would have a comparable bowl in which
to play. The Coalition bowls wanted the ACC and Big East to participate in the ar-
rangement and were quite willing to agree to guarantee invitations to the respective
champions of those conferences. To obtain Notre Dame’s participation, those bowl
games were also willing to guarantee it a slot in a Coalition game in years when
1t met certain performance criteria. The Coalition arrangement was not perfect and
could not guarantee a championship game every year, but it served its purpose dur-
inﬁ‘its three-year existence, producing a one-two matchup on two occasions.
he next opportunity to increase the likelihood of a national championship game
came in 1995. Despite the Coalition's success, it was still clear that the affiliation
agreements between certain bowls and certain conferences would in some years
make a national championshi gBame impossible. For example, under the Coalition
structure, a pairing between tﬁe ig Eight champion and SEC champion was impos-
sible because of the affiliation agreements committing those teams to different bowl
games. Each of those agreements was set to expire after the bowl games in January
995. In addition, the Southwest Conference announced that it would dissolve after
the 1995-96 academic year. Four of its eight teams announced that they would join
with the existing members of the Big Eight to form a new conference, the Big 12.

In anticipation of these changes, the commissioners of the conferences that ulti-
mately became members of the Alliance met to determine whether there was some
way to build on the successes of the Coalition and to further increase the likelihood
of a national chamAﬁilonship game. The result was the Alliance arrangement.

- Why does the Alliance arrangement contain guaranteed slots for the champions
of the ACC, Big East, Big 12, and SEC? The simple answer is that such guarantees
are necessary if the arrangement is to exist at a]f As our submission to the Depart-
ment of Justice demonstrates, to create the possibility of a national championship
ame, it was absolutely necessary to have the participation of each of those four con-
erences. Those conferences, along with the Big Ten, Pac-10 and Notre Dame have
consistently produced teams in the national championship picture. Exhibit C of our
submission to the Department of Justice lists the Associated Press national cham-
pions for every year since 1967. Notre Dame and current member institutions of the
Alliance conferences have produced 29 of the 30 champions listed. That chart could
be extended back even further, and one would find that every Associated Press na-
tional champion since 1946, except for Brigham You%ﬁn 1984, was fielded by Notre
iance conference. Thus, I am
puzzled when I am asked why history and past records of achievement are impor-
tant. The goal of the Alliance arrangement is to create a national championship
game, and it must be done with only one bowl game. In other words, there is only
one chance each year. If the top two teams are not available, then there is no game.
To achieve that goal, the only rational way one can proceed is by looking at who
is likely to be in the hunt to play in that game each year. History shows that it
is the teams in the Alliance conferences and Notre Dame. )

That being the case, to make an Alliance arrangement work and to produce a na-
tional championship game, it is necess to get those conferences and Notre Dame
to participate in an arrangement that will achieve the purpose. Without the partici-
patgm of one or more conferences, there is simply no national championship game
each year.

Every one of the Alliance conferences with a guaranteed slot had an affiliation
agreement with a major bowl game for its champion or had turned down such an
agreement to participate in either the Coalition or the Alliance. In my remarks to
the subcommittee, I mentioned the close ties that had developed between certain
bowls and certain conferences during the years of those affiliation agreements. Dur-
ing 1994 and 1995, when the Alliance was being formed, I had to inform the mem-
ber institutions of my own conference that, under the proposed arrangement, our
champion would not participate every year in the Sugar Bowl. I cannot adequately
describe how difficult it was. for some of our member institutions to agree to that.
Our champion had participated in the Sugar Bowl for many years. It was® part of
our conference tradition, and the opportunity to play for a Sugar Bowl bid added
great excitement to.our conference championship race. The Sugar Bowl was a su-
perb, well-managed event (and still is). Its committee had done a fine job over the
i'iears in makmﬁlthe game attractive to our teams and fans. At the same time, we

ke to believe that the Southeastern Conference helped build the Sugar Bowl into
the game and event that it was (and is). Qur fans had consistently supported the
Sugar Bowl by buying tickets, traveling to New Orleans in large numbers, and par-
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ticipating in the numerous activities in the city affiliated with the bowl game. In
a very real sense, we felt that we had helped the Sugar Bowl build its reputation
and equity in its name.

Despite the concerns of some of our members, I believed that the proposed ar-
rangement, with its promise of a national championshiﬁ game in most years, was
a tremendous step forward for colle%_e football. It gave college football a real possibil-
ity of crowning a champion on the field while at the same time preserving the rich
tradition of the bowl games and the maximum number of postseason opportunities
for all student-athletes. But the price of participation for our conference was very
heavy, giving up the traditional spot for our champion in the Sugar Bowl and the
equity In an arrangement that had been integral to the success of both our con-
ference and the Sugar Bowl itself. As compensation for contribution of that equity,
had the Alliance arrangement not guaranteed the Southeastern Conference cham-
pion a slot in a bowl game comparable to the Sugar Bowl, the member institutions
of my conference would have never agreed to participate in the arrangement. We
would have simply renewed our relationship with the Sugar Bowl. If I may be per-
mitted for a moment to tout the achievements of the member institutions of my con-
ference, without the participation of the SEC, there would have been no national
chainonship game in several recent years. In fact, the champion of my conference
has played in two of the three one-two matchups created by the Coalition and the
current Alliance.

The Big Eight/Big 12 conference faced a similar choice as the SEC. That con-
ference had a longstanding and valued relationship with the Orange Bowl, which
it had to give up in order to participate in the Alliance arrangement. It members
faced the exact same considerations as members of the Southeastern Conference.
Without a guaranteed slot in one of the Alliance bowls, the Bif Eight/Big 12 could
not have been induced to partici%alte in the arrangement, and again, there would
have been no national championship game. The Big Eight champion played in one
of the two national championship games created by the Coalition and in the na-
tional championship game created in the first year of the Alliance. Although I do
not know what it would have done absent a guaranteed slot, it is certainly reason-
able to expect that the Big Eight/Big 12 would have given serious consideration to
renewing its traditional agreement with the Orange Bowl. It certainly would have
entered an affiliation arrangement with some bowl. .

As for the ACC and Big East, those conferences had demonstrated their ability
to produce both national championship teams and to attract substantial offers for
their champions from other bowl games. To induce them to participate in the Alli-
ance arrangement, their champions had to be guaranteed slots in one of the Alliance
bowls or they, too, would have entered affiliation agreements with bowl games. In
short, the guaranteed slots fill a vital function for the Alliance. Without them, none
of the conferences who participate could be induced to join the arraniement, and
the absence of any one conference makes it impossible to improve the likelihood of
a national championship game.

From a business perspective, participation of]all of the Alliance conferences was
also necessary if the arrangement was going to be attractive to the various bowls
committees, to the television networks, corporate sponsors, and advertisers—who
are vitally important to the financial health of the bowls—and to the fans of collefe
football—who the networks, sponsors, and advertisers hope to reach. Over the 15
years preceding the Bowl Coalition, the three Alliance bowls, for example, hosted
a total of 90 teams among them. 89 of those 90 teams were fielded either by Notre
Dame or teams currently in the Alliance conferences. When the Alliance members
began discussing the Alliance arrangement in 1994, we did not know what the re-
sponse from the bowls to the proposed arrangement would be. Whatever £roposal
n;ilght emerge would essentially ask the bowls either to give up longstanding and
valuable relationships with specific conferences or, for those bowls that did not have
such relationships, to forego creating them in the future. Unless the Alliance ar-
rangement offered a substantial likelihood of a national championship game, we be-
lieved that the bowls would likely find individual affiliation arrangements more fa-
vorable to them. In my view, the nine enthusiastic and attractive offers that we
eventually received from bowls who bid in response to the Alliance’s request for pro-
posal—each offering substantially increased payments to the participating teams—
validates the judgments we made at that time and demonstrates that the Alliance
arrangement was substantially more valuable to the bowls, television networks, cor-
porate sponsors, advertisers, and fans than the prior bowl system.

The same considerations are at work in the new Alliance arrangement. The Big
Ten and Pac-10 champions were not included in the original Alliance arrangement
because those teams were committed to play against one another in the Rose Bowl.
Unlike the other affiliation agreements, the Big Ten and Pac-10’s respective con-
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tracts with the Rose Bowl did not expire after the game played in January 1995.
Because the current Alliance arrangement does not include the champions of those
conferences, it cannot guarantee a national cham ionship game every year. It comes
close—closer than ever before in college football—but it cannot guarantee such a
game each year. : :

Since the formation of the current Alliance, the Big Ten and Pac-10 have reached
an agreement with the Rose Bowl that will allow their champions to participate in
the Alliance arrangement and thus particig:te in another bowl game if that bowl
is scheduled to host the national championship and if the Biti Ten champion or Pac-
10 champion is ranked either one or two. Beginning after the 1998 season, college
football will have a national championship game evel;y ear.

It certainly was not easﬁ' to éﬁf the participation of the Big Ten and Pac-10 cham-

ions or the Rose Bowl. The affiliation between those conferences and the Rose Bowl

as existed for a half century and, as Mr. Delany stated in his prepared statement,
is part of the fabric of those conferences. Those conferences simply are unwilling to
give up their guaranteed berths in the Rose Bowl unless they are to play in a na-
tional championship gfhme. Thus, without the guaranteed slots for certain con-
fe}aﬁences, there is no Alliance arrangement and no guaranteed national champion-
ship game.

'ﬂ]e question also suggests that guaranteed slots should be made available to
other conferences or to other conferences in lieu of some of those conferences with
guaranteed slots. Although the question uses Conference USA as an example, at the
time the current Alliance was formed, Confererice USA did not exist and did not
conduct a championship race in football. The WAC, however, did exist. Thus, the

uestion could be asked why the WAC champion did not get a guaranteed slot in

e Alliance arrangement. .

There are two points to be made in resgonse to that question. First, the current
Alliance arrangement involves only three bowl games with a total of six slots. Four

. of those slots had to be guaranteed to champions of the ACC, Big East, Big 12, and

Q

SEC, if the arrangement was to exist at all. Remembering that the purpose of the .
Alliance arrangement is to create a national championship game, it was absolutellf'
necessary to have two open slots in those three games. There was always a possibil-
ity that two teams that were not conference champions could be ranked number one
and number two and thus would be the two teams to play in the national champion- -
ship game. Again, history could not be ignored here. Notre Dame has traditionally
produced highly ranked teams and has often been in the national championship
chase. Based on its historical record of achievement, there is a reasonably good pos-
sibility that, in any particular year, Notre Dame will be ranked number one or two
at the end of the regular season. Indeed, it is far more likely that Notre Dame will
participate in a national championship game than any institution in the WAC or
any other non-Alliance conference or any other independent team. Thus, the Alli-
ance arrangement had to account for the possibility o? Notre Dame playing in a na-
tional championship game. That required at least one at:large slot.

There is also the possibility that a team in one of the Alliance conferences might

be ranked number one or number two and yet not be a conference champion. For
example, in 1984, the year Brigham Young won the national championship, the Uni-
versity of Washington finished the season ranked number two in the final Associ-
ated ss poll. Yet Washington was not the champion of the Pac-10 and did not
receive that conference’s -automatic berth in the Rose Bowl. Since the goal of the
Alliance arrangement was to maximize the possibility of a national championship
game, it was necessary to have two open slots in case that two teams who were not
conference champions were the top two teams in the nation. :
- In d_evelotf‘ing the Alliance selection procedures, we, of course, did not ignore the
possibility that a team from the WAC or another non-Alliance conference or an inde-
rendent other than Notre Dame might be ranked one or two at the end of the regu-
ar season. Thus, we felt it was absolutely necessary to have some open slots and
to invite teams from non-Alliance conferences and the independent ranks to make
themselves available to play in a national championship game should they be
ranked among the top two teams. If teams from the WAC ang Conference USA fin-
ish the season ranked number one or two, then they will play in the national cham-
pionship game. Of course, even if they are not ranked among the top two teams,
the at-large slots are ?en to them (and other teams outside the Alliance con-
ferences), and if selected, they may play in an Alliance bowl. I reiterate, however,
that the decision on which at-large teams to invite rests solely with the bowls.

Second, leaving two at-large slots open was necessary to give the bowls flexibility
to create matchups that they perceive best for their respective games. By creating
a national champxonsﬁﬁlgame, the Alliance arrangement focuses a great deal of at-
tention on one of the Alliance bowls. In many, if not most, years the teams playing
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in the national championship game will be champions of the Alliance conferences
with guaranteed slots. With the existence of a championship game, the other Alli-
ance bowls will not have national championship implications. ccordingl{, it is nec-
essary to give those bowls some flexibility to create matchups that they believe will
have the greatest fan appeal, sell the most tickets, and attract the broadest interest.
The criteria they apply in making those decisions are strictly their own and may
vaxz from year to year depending upon the members of their selection committees
and the pool of available teams. We mentioned some of the factors that may influ-
ence their decisions in our response to the Department of Justice (pp. 35-36).

We have recently announced that, as part of the new Alliance arrangement, the
champions of the WAC and Conference USA will be guaranteed slots in one of the
Alliance bowls in most circumstances if they are ranked among the top six. That
increases the likelihood that one of these institutions will play in an Alliance game,
bll:t it does reduce the flexibility of the bowls in creating matchups of their own
choosing. . .

Given the number of bowls in the Alliance arrangement, it is simply not possible
to have a guaranteed slot for every single Division I-A conference. If every single
Division I-A conference were to be guaranteed a slot in an Alliance bowl and if two
at-large slots were to remain open in order to create the possibilit{uthat independent
and runner-up teams could participate in the national championship game, the Alli-
ance would have to expand to six bowl games. Expanding the number of Alliance
bowls is not feasible without financial support from television networks, corporate
sponsors, and advertisers. Their willingness (or lack thereof) to support additional
bowls reflects the fan interest that those particular bowl games can be expected to
Eenerate. Last year, the Alliance informed the WAC that it would support efforts

that conference to persuade ABC to add a fifth bowl, which would guarantee a
slot to the WAC champion, to the new Alliance arraXEement. We understand that
the WAC approached ABC with such a proposal, but ABC had no interest in adding
a fifth bowl to the package.

Finally, let me reiterate that the Alliance is a relatively short-term arrangement.
The current agreement will run for one more year, and the new Alliance arrange-
ment has an initial term of four years. We do not know what will happen in the
future, but the relatively short duration and the flexibility of the arrangement
leaves open the possibility that the Alliance structure could be changed to take ac-
count of circumstances that are not now foreseeable. .

Question 9. What role do the Alliance conferences play in the selection process?
How many slots are absolutely mandated by the Alliance conferences?

Answer 9. Under the current Alliance arrangement, four of the six slots in the
three Alliance bowl games are guaranteed to the champions of the ACC, Big East,
Bigs12, .and SEC.

I previously stated, the Alliance conferences play no role in the selection of at-
large teams. The agreement between the Alliance and the Fiesta, Orange, and
Sugar Bowls does, however, require the bowl with the first two selections to pair
the number one and number two teams against one another if those teams are
available and regardless of their conference affiliations. Therefore, if an at-large
team is ranked one or two and is available for selection in a national championship
game, then the Alliance bow] with the first selection priority must pick that team
regardless of its conference affiliation.

Question 10. Describe any conversations you may have been privy to regarding
the 1996 selection process. épeciﬁcally, describe any of your conversations between
the bowls, commissioners, and the networks regarding the decision NOT to select
BYU—in spite of their record and ranking. o

Answer 10. I received a call from representatives of the Fiesta Bowl and informed
them that the decision of which at-large team to invite was strictly their own. I also
spoke to representatives of the Orange Bowl who asked about the possibility of in-
viting the University of Tennessee, which is a member of the Southeastern Con-
ference, to that game. I informed the Orange Bowl representatives that I believed
that Tennessee would be an excellent choice and that it would be able to sell a sub-
stantial number of tickets to its fans. During my conversations with bowl officials,
I did not suggest that a bowl should not select Brigham Young or any other eligible
team. I am not aware of any conversations between representatives of any Alliance
conference and bowl representatives or between representatives of a television net-
work and bowl] representatives suggesting that Brigham Young or any other eligible
team not be selected.

Question 11. What role do the networks have, either formally or informally, in the
selection of teams?
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Answer 11. I am not aware of the terms of the contractual arrangements between
the three Alliance bowls and their telecasting networks. Those contracts are nego-
tiated solely between each bowl and its television network. I do know that bowl se-
lection committees will often consult informally with the television networks tele-
casting their games as part of the process of making their team selections, but I
do not know what effect those consultations might have on the selection made by
any particular bowl.

AlSuestion 12. How were the Orange, Sugar, and Fiesta bowls selected to be in the
ance.

Answer 12. In 1994, the Alliance sent out a re%\lllest for proposal (RFP) to all
NCAA-certified bow]l games except the Rose Bowl, which was contractually commit-
ted to host the Big Ten and Pac-10 champions well into the future and had no open
slots. The RFP sought bids on the Alliance arrangement as currently structured.
Nine bowls submitted responses, which were evaFuated by the Alliance commis-
sioners and red)resentatives of Notre Dame. Ultimately, we accepted the proposals
of the Fiesta, Orange and Sugar Bowls. ’

%uestion 13. Was their [sic] a bid process? If so, did the Alliance bowls go to the
highest bidders?

Answer 13. The bid process is described in my response to Question No. 12. I do
not recall all of the nine proposals we received in great detail, but determining the
three “highest bidders” would be difficult. Some bowls offered higher cash payments
to the participatin% teams. Others offered slightly lower financial payouts but pro-
vided in-kind benefits, such as hotel rooms for the participating teams and reduced
air fares or travel allowances. In terms of the purely financial &ayments to the par-
ticipating teams, the bowls selected were not the three who offered the highest fi-
nancial anouts, although my recollection is that the Fiesta Bowl’s financial payout
was higher than that submitted by any other bowl. The financial payouts of the
Sugar Bowl and Orange Bowl may not have been quite as high as one of the other
bowls not selected, but the differences, as I recall, were not substantial.

In selecting the three bowls, the Alliance did not look solely at financial consider-
ation, although that was certainly an important factor. In addition to financial pay-
ments, we looked at the history of the bowls submitting proposals, how they had
operated over the years, and whether their games pro‘videdp an enj%able experience
for the flllayers, coaches and fans of the participating institutions. We looked at the
geographic locations of the various bowl games submittini proposals. The Alliance
was concerned that the participating bowls be geographica y dispersed so that they
would be accessible to fans from every area of the country. We looked at stadium
facilities, pa.rkirllﬁ at the game venue, transportation to, from, and in the host city,
and the availability of hotels for the téams, conferences, fans, and media. We looked
at the ancillary events sponsored by the various bowls and at community support,
and we looked at things as mundane as practice facilities, locker rooms and meeting
areas available to the participating teams. All of these matters were important in
the decision, and we evaluated them carefully. The decision was not easy, and we
knew that we could not accommodate every one of the fine bowls that had submitted
a proposal. In the end, when weighing those factors and based on the proposals sub-
mitted, we believed that the Fiesta, Orange, and Sugar Bowls had the best total
packages, and we chose to enter into a contract with them.

Question 14. I understand from your brief that the new SuperAlliance bowls have
not been selected. What is the method of selection for the new bowls? Will all bowls
have a chance to.bid? Will the SuperAlliance designation go to the highest bidder?
The Holiday Bowl is here with us to testif todat;'. f the Holiday Bowl is the highest
bidder, will it be one of the SuperAlliance bowls?

Answer 14. The Rose Bowl will be integ}‘ated into the new Alliance arrangement
beginning after the 1998 regular season. The other three slots in the arrangement
have yet to be determined.

Under the current Alliance agreement, the Fiesta, Orange, and Sugar Bowls have
a right of first negotiation on any new Alliance arrangement for a period of sixty
days. We have had to extend that period on a couple of occasions to permit us to
prepare for these hearings and to evaluate the proposals submitted to us by those
three bowls. We are in the midst of negotiating with those bowls now, and we in-
tend to negotiate with them in good faith and in accordance with the terms of our
contract.

If, for some reason, we are unable to reach agreement with one or more of those
bowls, then we would expect to have a bidding process for the number of open bowl
slots. and to invite all certified NCAA bowl games to bid on those slots, including
those bowls currently participating in the Alliance arrangement.

RIC



147

Should that occur, I cannot say whether any particular bowl will be selected if
it is the “high bidder.” As I mentioned in response to Question No. 13, financial con-
sideration is an important factor, but it is not the sole factor, and we would have
to evaluate all of the bids on the basis of the factors I described above and other
matters that might be important with respect to any particular bowl.

Question 15. The Alliance justifies its championship structure in large part based
on which schools and conferences have a winning tradition or legacy of bowl vic-
tories. This type of reasoning seems to me to be at the heart of the Alliance’s anti-
trust violations. Doesn’t it strike you as patently unfair to reward a school in 1997
or its accomplishments in the 1980s? I think it is complétely irrelevant what a team
like the University of Louisville or a team like the University of Alabama did in
revious years. In fact, in the Fiesta Bowl following the 1990 season—before the Al-
ance came onto the scene—U of L played Alabama on New Year’s Day. U of L had
never been to a New Year’s Day bowl, while- Alabama had won more bowl games
than any team in the country. U of L won that game 34-7. Don’t you think that
the Alliance’s reliance on past performance perpetuates the current power structure
and ensures that the strong get stronger, while the rest get weaker? .

Answer 15. The question misperceives the importance of history in the Alliance
structure. 1 attempted to place the historical achievements of the Alliance con-
ferences and its relationship to the goal of creating a national championship game
in context in my response to Question No. 8. But perhaps there is a different way
of explaining the Alliance structure that will further illuminate the point.

As I mentioned in response to Question No. 8, each of the Alliance conferences
with a guaranteed slot in the arrangement gave up a valuable existing bowl rela-
tionship or turned down such a relationship to make the Alliance possible. Now, one
must ask Whi such bowl relationships were available to these conferences in the
first place. The answer, I respectfully suggest, is that their records of historical
achievement made them the most attractive conferences to those particular bowls.
Further, to ignore the historical relationships between certain conferences and bowls
and the investments made by those conferences in those relationships is to ignore
the business realities underlying the Alliance arrangement. The most obvious exam-
ple is the relationships among the Big Ten, Pac-10, and Rose Bowl. The Big Ten
and Pac-10 champions have played exclusively in the Rose Bowl for 50 years. The
Rose Bowl is the oldest and generally viewed as the most prestigious of all of the
bowl games, but the Rose Bowl did not build such a venerable tradition alone. It
built that tradition largely with the assistance and investment of the Big Ten and
Pac-10. Those conferences made substantial contributions to that game and in re-
turn received the opportunity to play in that game. It is simply not reasonable, from
any perspective, be it business or athletic, to expect that those conferences will give
up their guaranteed slots in that bowl game and seek absolutely nothing in return.
There is absolutely no incentive for them to do so, and I suggest that there is no
incentive for the SEC to give up its Sugar Bowl relationship, the Bi% Eight/Big 12
to give up its Orange Bowl relationship,.or the ACC and BiE East to forego guaran-
teed bowl relationships, such as that offered by the Blockbuster Bowl, if they get
absolutely no guarantee in return.

The Bowl Alliance and the predecessor Coalition were not built on virgin ground
and, to create the benefits from the arrangements, their architects had to address
g:afz_'ftain established relationships and to persuade the conferences to try something

ifferent.
As I mentioned in response to Question No. 8, those conferences came together
to develop a mechanism for creating a national championship game. Before 1992,
4 such games occurred solely by happenstance; there was absolutely no mechanism
which created the substantial likelihood of such a game, as exists in the current Al-
liance arrangement, and nothixilremotely approaching the certainty of such a game
that will exist when the new Alliance arrangement begins play after the 1998 sea-
son. When attempting to reach the goal of a national championship game within the

< existing bowl system, there are two questions that have to be asked: (1) who is
likely to participate in such a game; and (2) how can be we get those teams to par-
ticipate in an arrangement designed to achieve that result. As I mentioned in my
response to Question No. 8, the only logical and rational way to answer the first
question is to look at who has won the national championship in the past and who
has challenged for the national championship in the past. The answer to that ques-
tion is, overwhelmingly, the teams currently in the Alliance conferences and Notre
Dame. The differences in the levels of achievement between those teams and other
Division I-A teams is, frankly, enormous. Recognition of these facts does not reward
any team for its past performance but is simply a means of defining the scope of
the issue to be resolvedi.)
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Once the scope of the issue is determined, we had to move to the more important
but more difficult task, which is embodied in the second question: how to get those
teams to participate. The only way to do that was to provide those conferences who
are making available the teams most likely to play in the national chamgé-cl)lnship
game—precisely those with affiliation agreements or the ability to obtain affiliation
agreements—something to induce them to give up their existing bowl relationships
in order to make the national championship game possible. )

Nothing about this approach is unusual or extraordinary. In the business world,
for example, when a group of companies forms a joint venture, it is not unusual,
and certainly not anticompetitive, for the venture to reward those parties who make
the biggest investments in it and bring the most to it. This is particularly so when
the venture opens its doors to participation by others who were not responsible for
its creation and who do not make ’Fropottionally the same investments in it. That
is the situation with the Alliance. The conferences with guaranteed slots were part
of the creation of the Alliance and have made the most significant contributions to
it. Each “invests” in the Alliance arrangement by making its teams (again, the
teams most likely to play in a national championship game) available and by giving
up a guaranteed, historical and valuable relationship with a particular bowl or fore-
going such a relationship when offered. No other conference or independent can
make that claim. Thus, it is eminently fair that these conferences receive compensa-
tion for the substantial contributions they have made to the arrangement.

For that reason, it is not irrelevant what the University of Louisville or Alabama
or any other institution did in previous years. I respectfully suggest that, if the Uni-
versity of Louisville had a record of historical achievement comparable to that of the
University of Alabama or was part of a conference that had such a record of achieve-
ment, then that it would have been Louisville and its conference members that at-
tracted the attention of particular bowl games under the prior bowl system, Louis-
ville and its conference members that would have had a longstanding relationship
with a bowl game, and Louisville and its conference members that would have had
to Five up that relationship in order to make a national championship game pos-
sible. If that had been the case and Louisville and its conference members had been
called upon to make that sacrifice or investment, they would have expected some-
thing in return—a guaranteed slot in the new arrangement—and rightly so.

As for the allegation that “the Alliance’s reliance on past performance perpetuates
the current power structure and ensures that the strong get stronger, while the rest
get weaker,” I think three observations are crucial.

First, the question itself implicitly admits that the teams in the Alliance con-
ferences are stronger than teams in the non-Alliance conferences. Thus, it seems to
validate the Alliance’s position that historical records are important in determining
which teams are likely to participate in the national championship game.

Second, although I believe that a conference’s bowl arrangements play a very
small role in recruiting football players and that the success of a program depends
more on the quality of coaching players receive once they are at an institution
rather than the raw talent that they bring to the program, I will, for the sake of
argument, set aside those beliefs for the purposes of this question. Acceptirig the
premises underlying the question, the Alliance arrangement does not harm the re-
cruiting position of the non-Alliance conferences but improves it over the prior bowl
system. Let’s look at a typical recruiting situation. Before the formation of the Alli-
ance, a coach at an institution in the Western Athletic Conference could only prom-
ise a recruit the opportunity to play in the Holiday Bowl, even if the team won the
WAC championship and was ranked number one at the end of the regular season.
That is exactly what happened to Brigham Young in 1984, before the Alliance and
the Coalition. Meanwhile, a coach at a Big Ten or Pac-10 institution could promise
that same recruit an oXportun.ity to play in the Rose Bowl if the team won a con-
ference championship. A coach at an institution in my conference could promise that
recruit an opportunity to play in the Sugar Bowl if the team won the conference
championship, and a coach at a Big Eight university could promise a recruit a trip
to Miami to play in the Orange Bowl if the team won the conference championship.
Those Big Ten, SEC, and Big Eight coaches could make their promises sole{’y on the
ll;gsils of individually negotiated contracts between each of those conferences and a

wl.

Today, under the Alliance arrangement, what can a coach in the WAC tell a re-
cruit about bowl games? He can promise the recruit: (1) a guaranteed opportunity
to'pl:K in a national championship game in one of the Alliance bowls if the team
is ranked number one or number two; (2) an opportunity to play in one of the Alli-
ance bowls if selected as an at-large team; (3) because the formation of the Alliance
arrangement opened a slot in the Cotton Bowl, an opportunity to play in that game
if the team wins the WAC championship and is selected by the Cotton Bowl; or (4)
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an opportunity to play in the Holiday Bowl if the team wins the WAC championship
and is not selected by an Alliance bowl or the Cotton Bowl.

The coaches in my conference and the other Alliance conferences can offer a re- .
cruit a guaranteed opportunity to play in a national championship game in one of
the Alliance bowls if the team is ranked number one or number two, which is pre-
cisely the same opportunity that the coach in the WAC (or Conference USA or any
independent) can offer his recruits. Second, the coach in one of the Alliance con-
ferences can offer a guaranteed slot in one of the Alliance bowls if the team wins
a conference championship. In other words, the coach simply changes his nomen-
clature. Instead of telling a recruit that he will have a guaranteed opportunity to
play in the “Sugar Bowl” or “Orange Bowl” if the team wins a conference champion-
ship, he now simply tells the recruit that he will play in an “Alliance bowl” if the
team wins a conference championship. There is agso{utely no difference, however,
in the reward. Thus, from a recruiting standpoint, the position of the non-Alliance
conferences is improved and the position of the Alliance conferences is the same
when compared to the bowl system existing before the Alliance arrangement.

Brigham Young’s own success during the 1996 season refutes any notion that the
Coalition or the Alliance has impeded the ability of any team outside the Alliance
conferences to improve its program or recruit quality athletes. Under NCAA rules,
a football player must complete his four years of athletic eligibility within five cal-
endar years of enrolling in an institution. With the possible exception of those stu-
dent-athletes who may have been on an official church mission, the very fine senior
class on the Brigham Young football team this past year was recruited and enrolled
in the institution no earlier than the fall of 1992, the very first year of the Bowl
Coalition. The remaining student-athletes were recruited in later years. Thus, the

layers on the 1996 Briﬁham Young team, who won 14 games, were ranked number

ve in the nation, and have been the focus of much of the attention of this-hearing
were recruited and chose to go to Brigham Young during the period of time when
the Coalition and Alliance were in place.

Wyomini‘s achievements in 1996 may support my position in an even more com-
pelling fashion. Until this past season, Wyoming had not produced a football team
ranked in the final Associated Press poll since 1967, a span of thirty years. As with
the Brigham Young team, the senior class on this year's Wyoming football team was
recruited and enrolled in the institution no earlier than the fall of 1992, the first
season of the Coalition. Therefore, if the Coalition and Alliance arrangements were
stifling the building of programs in non-Alliance conferences, one certainly would
not expect to see Wyoming produce a ranked team or a team that won ten games.

I do not know why Wyoming did not receive an invitation to play in a bowl tgame.
The WAC has an affiliation agreement with the Copper Bowl in Tucson for the se-
lection of a runner-up team from the conference. Instead of taking a 10-2 Wyoming
team, the Copper Bowl chose to take an unranked Utah team. The Copper Bowl is
not gart of the Alliance and did not submit a bid to i’:in the arrangement. I have
no idea why it made the decision it did. I can say this, however, with respect to
the Alliance bowls: Using the poll rankings as the sole basis for selec% teams, as
the critics of the Alliance have done, every team that played in an Alliance bowl
in 1996 was ranked ahead of Wyoming at the conclusion of the regular season and
on the date that the Alliance bowls made their selections. Even under their own cri-
teria, the critics cannot criticize the Alliance bowls for not choosing Wyoming last
year.

Finally, it has been suggested that the best athletes will not choose to attend in-
stitutions other than Notre Dame or those in the Alliance conferences because of
the possibility that they will not get exposure in major bowl games and thus be
overlooked by National Football League teams. The historical record does not sup-
port that position. Neither Steve Young nor Jim McMahon, both of whom played
quarterback at Brigham Young, ever played in one of the Alliance bowls, and their
ability to have successful NFL careers was not harmed in any way, to say the least.
Walter Payton, the NFL’s all-time leading rusher, and Jerry Rice, the NFL’s all-
time leading pass receiver, attended Jackson State and Mississippi Valley State re-
spectively. Neither ever played in any bowl game. Moreover, for a number of years,

rambling University, w ic{l does not even compete in Division I-A football, turned

_ out as many professional players as many of the traditionally powerful Division
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I-A programs. Professional teams, with their armies of scouts, their combines, and
workout programs, have sophisticated scouting capabilities and find talent wherever
it exists. ether or not a player plays in an Alliance bowl will not affect his
chances of being drafted or having a successful career in professional football.
Simply stated, the facts belie the notion that the Coalition and Alliance arrange-
ments have done anything to harm the ability of non-Alliance teams to recruit good
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athletes and build winning programs or perpetuate the strength of certain con-
ferences and the weakness of other conferences.

Question 16. The Alliance spends a lot of time arguing that its horizontal agree-
ments allow college football to compete more effectively with other sporting events,
like the NFL. Don’t you think that an open system—that allows merit-based com-
petition and allows both Davids and Goliaths to play each other—‘would be more ex-
citing for fans, and thus, be more competitive with some potential NFL New Year's
day game? For example, you certainly don't see the NBA putting a great deal of ef-
fort into broadcasting games opposite March Madness.

Answer 16. The question is based some factual errors. First, our submission to
the Department of Justice did note that the Alliance agreement positions the bowl

ames to compete more effectively with other sporting events. This, of course, is a

nefit of the Alliance arrangement, but not the primary purpose or benefit of the
arrangement and not one that we have spent “a lot of time 1::J':'ancing. Further, the
question asserts that the NBA does not put “a great deal of effort into broadcasting
games opposite March Madness.” That is not correct. Since it moved its telecasts
to NBC several years ago, the NBA has telecast games on Sunday opposite games
played in the NCAA basketball tournament. _

n the substantive aspects of the question, I am not. certain how the Alliance ar-
rangement could be more “open” or “merit-based” than it already is. I have alread
explained at some length why the guaranteed slots are appropriate, merit-based,
and are not anticompetitive in my responses to Question No. 8 and Question No,
15. The at-large slots are open and filled by the bowls in the exercise of their own
discretion. That is no different from the days before the Coalition or Alliance.

As for the alleged pairings between David and Goliath, I am not certain how any-
one can argue tiat a “David” did not participate in an Alliance bowl last year.
Texas, which started the season slowly, rebounged late in the year, winning several
games in a row. It then won the Big 12 championship by knocking off heavily fa-
vored Nebraska, the two-time defending national champion and number three
ranked team, in the Big 12 championship game. This was a startling upset, perhaps
the biggest upset of the entire college season. I simf)ly do not see how the Alliance
can be criticized for not giving “David” a chance to play in an Alliance bowl.

Finally, despite the talk of “open” systems and “merit-based” competition, no one
critical of the Alliance has put before this subcommittee any alternative system that
would be more “open” and more “merit-based” than the Alliance. Questioners and
some panelists have talked about a playoff system in the abstract, but absolutely
no one has suggested how such a “playoff’ would be structured. In his written state-
ment, Professor Roberts suggested that no teams or conferences be allowed to enter
into any individual arrangements with any bowl games, but, as I noted in my sup-
plemental written statement, that suggestion would require far greater restrictions
on individual conferences and institutions and more stringent enforcement mecha-
nisms by the NCAA than anything previously put in place. If adopted, his proposal
would lead to a return to the days before the Coalition and Alliance, when teams
and bowls made informal commitments to one another well before the season ended
and then formalized those arrangements shortly after the NCAA-sanctioned date for
extension of bowl invitations. This is certainly not more “open” or more “merit-
based” than the Alliance, which results in bowls making selection of teams after the
season and based on a full record.

I respectfully suggest that the critics have failed to come up with a superior alter-

‘native because none exists. Whatever alternative system is devised, including a

playoff system, would necessarily have selection criteria. Whatever the criteria and
regardless of who does the selecting, there will always be criticism. As I have pre-
viously noted, criticism of the selection criteria exists in the NCAA basketball tour-
nament, where there is both a playoff and a 64-team field. For the reasons stated
in my response to Question No. 1, no football playoff could possibly have that many
teams. Any football playoff would likely have, at most, eight teams. That is not
enough slots to guarantee the champions of each of the Division I-A conferences a
spot in the playoffs, much less leave room for independent teams, such as Notre

ame, that may be ranked number one at the end of the reiular season, or highly
ranked teams that do not happen to win their conference championships, such as

Tennessee from my conference, which ended the 1995 season ranked number three., - -

Accordingly, as with the basketball tournament, some committee will have to select
teams to participate in the playoff This raises a number of questions. What persons
will sit on the selection committee? What criteria will that committee use? Is it
“fair” to look solely at rankings? Suppose that one team racked up a number of vic-
tories against very weak opposition while another team had a slightly less impres-
sive record but played a much tougher schedule and had wins against some very
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strong teams. Which of those two teams is “more deserving?” That question cannot
be answered definitively because.it is subjective. If the team with a fine record
against weak opposition is taken, then the team passed over will have little incen-
tive to play as many tough games in the future. That will mean lower quality regu-
lar-season football, which does not redound to the advantage of college football fans.
On the other hand, if the team with the impressive record is not chosen, there is
a risk that such a team will claim that the system does not reward achievement,
that it has been “excluded” from the playoff, and that the system is “unfair” or even
“anticompetitive.”

The point remains that, despite the criticism directed against the Alliance, no crit-
ic has proposed any alternative that works within the confines of the existing bowl
system or current NCAA rules and achieves the exact same benefits—namely, a na-
tional championship game and other high quality bowl games. The Alliance has
been beneficial for all of college football, and I am certain that it will continue to
provide benefits into the future.

RESPONSES OF ROY F. KRAMER TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR STROM THURMOND

Question 1. It has been suggested that particular conference champions should not
be given a guaranteed slot in one of the Alliance bowls and that instead all teams
should compete for all six slots. Mr. Kramer, would the Alliance continue to exist
if there were no guaranteed slots?

Answer 1. It As I stated in my responses to Question No. 8 and Question No. 15
posed by Senator McConnell, the Alliance would not exist in the absence of the
guaranteed slots. The conferences that have guaranteed slots in the Alliance ar-
rangement would not have given up their guaranteed existing bowl affiliation ar-
rangements to make the Alliance possible unless they received comparable guaran-
tees from the Alliance bowls. )

Question 2. Mr. Kramer, it is my understanding that a particular bowl makes its
own decision regarding which team it will select for an open slot. When the bowls
consider selecting teams that are ranked below number one or number two, how im-
portant are rankings compared to other factors that they consider.

Answer 2. I cannot speak for any bowl about any particular selection decision, and
the Alliance is not involved in the selection of at-large teams by the bowls. Gen-
erally speaking, however, for those Alliance bowl games that are not hosting the na-
tional championship game, rankings will be important but not the sole .or nec-
essarily the overriding factor in their decisions.

Clearly, rankings are important because all bowls would like highly ranked
teams. But because the existence of a national championship game focuses much
media attention and fan interest on a single bowl game, for those games that are
not hosting the top two teams, it is important that they retain some flexibility to
put together those matchups that the %elieve will sell the most tickets and have
the greatest appeal to a broad group ofy fans and television viewers. That means that
those bowls will often consider factors such as the geographic locations of particular
institutions and favor a team that it believes will be aﬁe to sell a number of tickets
to its fans, alumni, and institutional supporters. It may choose a team that has ag-
peared in its game on previous occasions and has atiracted great fan interest. It
may’ choose a team it believes will draw a high television rating. It may choose a
team because of its consistently high level of performance over a period of years,
or it may choose a team like Notre Dame, whiclg also has an ardent national follow-
ing and generally satisfies a number of these criteria.

ow any bowl may balance and weigh all of these factors in a particular situation
I do not know. Nevertheless, these otier factors will often be as important as the
team ranking, although I do not want to suggest that rankings are ignored or are
unimportant. They are simply one factor among many that will be considered.

Question 3. Mr. Kramer, you state in your prepared testimony that the College
Bowl Alliance arrangement has strengthened the bowl system. How has it strengfi
ened bowls other than the three bowls that constitute the Bowl Alliance?

Answer 3. First and foremost, I believe that the bowl system as a whole and par-
ticularly the bowls other than three Alliance bowls are far better off than if a playoff
system were implemented, as some witnesses favor. It is noteworthy, I believe, that
Mr. Circuit, the Holiday Bow] representative, was opposed to a playoff. As I noted
in my response to Question No. 1 from Senator McConnell, it is my belief that im-
plementation of a playoff would inevitably reduce the number of bowl games. The
television networks, sponsors, advertisers, and media would focus virtually all of the
attention on the playoffs, and, I believe, over time, financial support would erode
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for the traditional bowl games. While some of the older and more established bowls
might survive, they would certainly not be the same, and many of the smaller
games would simply not be able to make it. This would inevitably lead to a reduc-
tion in the number and quality of postseason opportunities available to student-ath-
letes and deprive fans at many institutions of the opportunity to enjoy a postseason
experience with their teams. The Bowl Alliance avoids this detrimental effect on the
bowls by creating the same benefit as a plagoﬁ' system—determining a national
champion on the field—while doing so through the traditional bowl system, which
has been good for college football over the years.

Second, the Bowl Alﬁance is more structured than any bowl system that has pro-
ceeded it. This has allowed other bowls to make firm agreements with runner-up
teams in the various conferences, both Alliance and non-Alliance. The bowls outside
the Alliance benefit from this predictability.

Finally, the identity of the Alliance bowls is not fixed forever. It is possible that,
in the future, another bowl might displace an existing Alliance bowl or that the Alli-
ance might be expanded, as it has already done with the inclusion of the Rose Bowl
beginning after the 1998 season. The basic point is that the Bowl Alliance is an
evolving system, which will always represent a transient compromise between com-
peting interests. -

RESPONSES OF GARY R. ROBERTS TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR MITCH MCCONNELL

GARY R. ROBERTS,
PROFESSOR OF LAW, DIRECTOR, SPORTS LAW PROGRAM,
New Orleans, LA, July 2, 1997.
PETER LEVITAS,
Counsel, Antitrust Subcommittee,
Committee on the Judiciary,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC

RE: FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS TO COLLEGE BOWL ALLIANCE HEARING

DEAR MR. LEVITAS: This letter responds to your June 17 letter asking several fol-
low-up questions from Senator McConnell. I apologize for taking so long to get the
responses to you, but I have been out of my office for an extended period, and I have
only now returned to find your letter. I hope the following information is not too
untimely to be of use to you.

Below I have answered each of Senator McConnell’s questions. I have not set
forth the full text of each question, but I have numbered the answers to correspond
to the question, and I have indicated the general topic as indicated above each ques-
tion asked. I also realize that since the hearing and receiving these questions, the
Alliance has reached an accommodation with the Western Athletic Conference (the
WAC) and Conference USA (CUSA) to include them in the scheme on a very limited
basis. While this new arrangement mitigates to a slight degree the pernicious effect
of the Alliance on the college football industry, and tghus its anticompetitive effects,
it in no way changes my conclusions. My answers below take into account this new
arrangement.

QUESTION 1.—HIGH COSTS OF LITIGATICN

I hesitate to hazard a guess as to what the parties’ costs would be in a full blown
rule of reason litigation over the Bowl Alliance. In such cases, the extent of discov-
ery, the number of pre-trial motions, and the length of trial could vary enormously,
depending on the strategies, tactics, and issues each side would choose to raise and
pursue as well as the skill and patience of the judge. However, in order to take the
case through to a jury verdict, as well as through the prolonged appeals that inevi-
tably follow, “a few million dollars” of expenses for each side is certain. I also believe
that such a case would take no less than three and possibly ten or more years to
run its course, depending on if counsel are reasonable and cooperative during dis-
covery and whether there are any mistrials or remands for retrial.

QUESTION 2.—LESS RESTRICTIVE ALTERNATIVES

As I suggested in my written and oral testimony, there are many variations of
less restrictive alternatives, but the most obvious is to have a single championship
Eame between the two highest ranked teams (preferably, but not necessarily, run

y the NCAA), with the proceeds from such game being shared in some equitable
manner among all of the 113 members of Division I-A. The historic bow] system
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would remain in (rlace, and all teams other than the top two would be eligible to
be selected by and participate in one of the bowls. This would produce the national
championship game, which is the sole procompetitive benefit of the Bowl Alliance,
without the substantial anticompetitive effect of relegating approximately 50 non-
Alliance Division I-A schools to permanent second-tier status or drivix;g them out
of football altogether (which, in my judgment, will occur even under the new ar-
rangement the Alliance has reached with the WAC and CUSA). It would also pre-
serve the pre-Alliance bowl system whereby each bowl would compete for a quality
game each year without a few of them being predetermined as “major bowls” and
the rest relegated to permanent second-tier status or driven out of business.

As for whether an NCAA sponsored championshig iame would necessarily result
in the revenues being shared by all 113 Division I-A schools, the answer is that
the revenues would be shared in whatever manner the new Division I NCAA gov-
ernment structure determined. Since the six Alliance conferences comprise a major-
ity of the Division I-A schools and conferences, they would probably still insist on
and get a revenue distribution formula. under which they would receive the lion’s
share of the revenues generated. Whether the WAC, Conference USA, and the other
conferences and independents could politicall mama%e to get a sufficient share of
the revenues to remain viable competitors in Division I-A is not certain.

QUESTION 3.—ALLIANCE RELIANCE ON HISTORY

As your question suggests, antitrust law does not allow a group of industry mem-
bers to create a scheme under which only they can be viable competitors in the fu-
ture and legally justify that scheme on the grounds that historically they have had
the largest market shares or the better product. A basic principle underlying micro-
economic theory, upon which much of antitrust law is based, is that markets are
fluid, not static, based upon evolving consumer preferences, and that consumers
benefit when the market allows them to turn to newcomers who outperform the his-
torical industry leaders. Allowing a group of historical industry leaders to conspire
to erect barriers to new entry or to force the industry’s smaller producers into per-
manent fringe status or out of business altogether clearly contravenes antitrust pol-
icy because it eliminates some consumer choices, lowers the industry leaders’ eco-
nomic incentives to be innovative and optimally efficient, and promotes compla-
cency, arrogance, inefficiency and stagnation. The ebbs and flows that have occurred
in so many other industries, most recently in the hligh technology area, demonstrate
the benefits to consumers from not allowing the 1BMs and General Motors of the
world to block meaningful competition from historically small or nonexistent firms.
If a scheme like the Bowl Alliance had been implemented 70 years ago, the Univer-
sity of Chicago would still be a football powerhouse and the University of Miami
would have never had a winning season. Without realizing it, the Alliance has
weakened its antitrust position with its “we have historically been better” defense.

QUESTION 4.—NCAA’S “HANDS-OFF " APPROACH

This is a “batting practice” question, but the obvious answer is that I cannot think
of a legitimate reason why the NCAA should not get involved in running the Divi-
sion I-A postseason if the alternative is to have the Bowl Alliance. Of course, there
are concerns about the academic and social welfare of the student-athletes that
would have to be addressed, and that should play a prominent role in NCAA deci-
sions about how to structure and run the football postseason. Such concerns, how-
ever, have not prevented the NCAA from running postseason championships in
every other sport it sponsors, including lengthy, academically compromising tour-
naments in football in every other Division except I-A and in basketball. I realize
that there have been lefitimate concerns that caused many to oppose NCAA involve-
ment in the Division I-A postseason in the past. However, given that today the
Bowl Alliance is apparently the inevitable alternative, the NCAA’s continued
“hands-off” approach to the postseason can not be explained or justified by anything
other than the political reality that the Alliance members control a majority of the
Division [-A governance structure.

QUESTION §.—INJURY TO CONSUMERS

I have already explained on pages 5 through 15 of my written testimony how and
why the Bowl Alliance creates substantial anticompetitive effects, which is to say
causes injury to consumer welfare. To summarize, consumers are injured in two
general ways. First, the Alliance creates tremendous financial and prestige advan-
tages to the 63 Alliance member schools and the four selected Alliance bowls, advan-
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tages that will have the effect of permanently relegating the 50 excluded schools
and roughly 14 excluded bowls either to second tier status or driving them out of
the business altogether. This in turn reduces both the quality and quantity of Divi-
sion I-A football in the short term; and by lowering the threat of new entry the Alli-

_ance causes complacency, stultification, and less innovation in the long term (see the

answer to question 3, above). (While these effects m?’ be mitigated to a slight de-
gree by the new arrangement involving the WAC and CUSA, they are still signifi-
cant and the outcome is the same.)

Second, by giving a subgroup of Division I~A members collective control over the
championship game, the Aifiance creates a cartel able to charge monopoly prices for
that game in a variety of direct and indirect ways. This creates a wealth transfer
that the majority of antitrust courts and scholars still regard as offensive to anti-
trust law and policy. In short, because of the Alliance, consumers of Division I-A
football will have fewer Division I-A games from which to choose, the games they
still have will include several of distinctly lower quality, there will be fewer and
more low quality postseason bowl games available, and ticket buyers, sponsors, an
television networks will be directly and indirectly charged monopoly prices for the

ostseason Alliance bowls. These are all clearly anticompetitive effects that would
ave to be considered in a rule of reason analysis.

QUESTION 6.—ALLIANCE HAS CREATED A MONOPOLY

This is a very technical and conceptually complex question, which I tried to ad-
dress superficially on page 14 of my written testimony. It is true that by creating
a national championship game, the Alliance has produced a product that is of great-
er utility, and tﬁus eater value, to consumers. However, the Alliance’s argument
that this means its dramatically increased prices for this game (as well as the other
three Alliance bowl games which do not have any increased value to consumers) are
not monopoly prices reflects a fundamental misunderstanding of monopoly pricing.

The test of whether the price charged for a product is a near-competitive or in-
stead a monopoly price does not depend solely on its utility or value to consumers,
but rather on whether the price the seller is able to extract from consumers is close
to. or substantially above the seller’s marginal cost to produce the product at the
relevant level of output. Antitrust law recognizes that producers must recoup their
actual costs of production plus a reasonable rate of return on investment, but anti-
trust policy reflects the value judgment that any utility or value the product creates
for consumers above these “costs” (i.e., the product’s “consumer surplus”) should go
to the consumers, not the producers. If as the utility or value of a product to con-
sumers goes u?, the producer can raise its price to expropriate for itself all of the
economic benefit from the increased value (i.e., the new consumer surplus), it has
monopoly power and is charging a monopoly price.

App(liy'ing the traditional microeconomic theory that economists use for the “widg-
et” industry to sports is almost impossible because of the unusual nature of the
product and the unique ways in which it is marketed and sold. Identifying average
or marginal costs and measuring units of output for Division I-A football is a mind-
boggling conceptual task. But to make it simple here, the fact that the Alliance can
produce a highly valued championshi 1i&':lme does not mean that dramatically in-
creasing its prices for that game (an e other three Alliance bowls of no higher
value) 1s justified under antitrust theory unless it can demonstrate that the costs
to produce these games also increase dramatically. Because it seems intuitively ob-
vious that the cost to produce these games is no higher today than the cost to
produce bowl games in the past, the fact that the Alliance can dramatically increase
the prices for its four bowl games proves that it has monopoly power because it is
able to reap most or all of the increased consumer surplus for itself rather than
have the consumers enjoy the benefits of a more valuable product at the same price
(which they should be able to since costs did not increase). : .

On its face the Alliance has complete control over a sports entertainment product
that its creators tout as being unmique and without substitute in many consumers’

. minds. For the same men to defend the Alliance because it creates this unique and .

unparalleled product over which they have total control, and then to argue that they
do not charge a monopoly price for it, is irrational. Either these men think we are
fools to believe that they are voluntarily charging less than they could just to be
nice to consumers, or they are fools for not charging what their market power al-
lows. 1 don’t think there is any doubt as to which of these two alternatives is the
case. That the prices the Alliance is charging for the tickets, television rights, and
sponsorship rights for its four designated bowls have increased by orders of mag-
nitude over the past three years, while the costs of production have not increase by
any discernible amount, pretty clearly indicates that the Alliance has the market
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power to charge monopoly prices and it is doing it. For its leaders to deny it is just

silly. .
I hope that this adequately responds to Senator McConnell’s questions. If there
is anything further I can do to be of assistance, do not hesitate to ask.
Sincerely,
GARY R. ROBERTS,
Professor of Law.
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ADDITIONAL SUBMISSIONS TO THE RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF STEVE EHRHART ON BEHALF OF ST. JUDE LIBERTY BOWL

My name is Steve Ehrhart and I appreciate the opportunity to sqeak to you today
concerning the future of the bowl alliance and the bowl system itself. I am currently
the executive director of the St. Jude Liberty Bowl which is in its 39th year and
will be played in Memphis, Tennessee on December 31, 1997. My point of view how-
ever, is also based on my experiences as a young assistant football coach 25 years
ago at the University of Colorado, where I participated first hand in the bowl experi-
ence from the side of a competing university.
It is imrlortant for the committee to have information about the tradition and his-
ege football bowl games which have given opportunities to literally mil-
lions of people including student-athletes, coaches, faculty, staff, fans, and alumni.
For nearly the entire 20th Century one of the %reat celebrations of human activity
in our country has been the unique marriage of higher education and human com-
E‘etition exemplified by the traditional Holiday Football Bowl Classics. The College
ootball Bowls have created great I})ersonal experiences for literally millions of par-
ticipants, as well as giving great Universities the opportunity to build alumni sup-
port, donations, increased apgllications, public image and awareness.
Just two weeks ago, the NCAA approved two new bowls so that now 19 Bowl
goames give the o;:fortunity to thousands of young people and millions of viewers
th in person and via television to celebrate their achievement (The list of Bowls
is set forth in Appendix A)
What is important for the committee to realize is that from the viewi)oint of the
R;rhzﬁcipants, competing in any bowl game whether it be the Copper Bowl in Tucson,
izona, the Liberty Bowl in Memphis, Tennessee, or the Orange Bowl in Miami,
Florida provides the same quality experience. .
The NCAA very carefully controls all the Bowl games.
Each Bowl provides:

(1) the same gifts to players and staff (NCAA limit of $300 per person is the
same in every bowl)

(2) creates a rewarding holiday week atmosphere

(3) events and tours for players, family, and friends

Thus the student.athlete has basically the same experience. playing in a nation-
ally televised bowl game during a week in a new community, receiving the same
kinds of gifts The key difference between the proposed Alliance Bowls and the other
Bowls is basically a huge amount of money that the student-athletes never see. The
extra money does not impact their individual bowl experience.

In order to illustrate the impact of a Bowl experience, I would like to share a cou-
ple of examg‘l}(lels. which provided the participants with a moving, lifelong, rewarding
experience. ee years ago the St. Jude Liberty Bowl hosted the University of Illi- -
nois, an outstanding representative from the BIG 10 Conference. The official travel-
ing party consisted of approximately 300 and included many young people. During
the week prior to the game, they visited the Civil Rights Museum in Memphis, Ten-
nessee. These young geople stated that witnessing first hand the reality of the Civil
Rights movement and the impact of Martin Luther King was one of the most mov-
ing and educational experiences of their lives. Spurred by their reaction, we' sur-
veyed the students and found that over half of them had never had the opportunit
to travel away from their home or university setting for more than 48 hours. Travel-
ing to the Liberty Bowl was their first in-depth experience in any other environ-
ment. For many that are not blessed financially I suspect the trip will remain one
of the most important of their lives.

The tradition of the St. Jude Liberty Bowl also entails a visit to the St. Jude Chil-
dren’s Research Hospital. This Memphis hospital is a world leader in the research
and treatment of catastrophic diseases afflicting children and is the largest child-
hood cancer research center in America. Every year, everyone from the student-ath- .
letes to the university president visit the hospital and share a tremendously moving,
enliﬁhtening, experience. ’

The Bowls also collectively deliver a great deal of money to the universities. Last
year, the bowl returns were close to $100 million dollars in aggregate. Certainly
these dollars contribute significantly to higher education.

. Bowl communities also ggixeﬁt substantlall{ from the economic activity surround-
ing the event. With nearly one million people per year attending the Bowl game,
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the visiting teams, student bodies, faculty, bands, fans, and alumni generate a great
deal of revenue and positive exposure for the host community.

Upon multiplying the unique features and attractions eac]‘:n Bowl has to offer, you
can see how these events impact the lives of many individuals, particularly our stu-
dent-athletes. It is vital that we continue to foster a system that is open and does
not limit opportunities to only the strongest and richest universities playing in a
small number of lucrative bowls. It would be a grave mistake to allow a system to
restrict the number of universities that are able to capitalize on such a great experi-
ence at whatever level of Bowl. .

Allowing the concentration of money and control in too few hands would defeat
our goal of trying to provide the widest range of opportunities. You as senators have
seen in many kinds of businesses the imbalance of money and chgver that occurs
when the concentration of economic control becomes focused in a limited group. We
must guarantee a landscape of economic opportunities for a multitude of Bowls to
survive and prosper.

Some analysts have predicted that if too much money is concentrated in a very
few bowls that the resultant economic system would force the smaller bowls out of
business. This would be a tragic result to rob the student-athletes and constituents
from the non-power house schools of their opportunity to enjoy their own bowl expe-
riences.

1 thank the committee for conducting these hearings and focusing attention on a
area that has meant so much to so many during the 20th Century and with
thoughtful stewardship can continue to provide outstanding opportunity for the
greatest number of our youth in years to come.

_ APPENDIX A

1997-98 Bowl Directo:
Orange—Miami, Florida
Sugar—New Orleans, Louisiana
Fiesta—Tempe, Arizona
Rose—Pasadena, California
Cotton—Dallas, Texas
Citrus—Orlando, Florida
Gator—Jacksonville, Florida
Outback—Tampa, Florida
Peach—Atlanta, ('}eorgia

Sun—El Paso, Texas

St. Jude Liberty—Memphis, Tennessee
Alamo—San Antonio, Texas .
Holiday—San Diego, California
Carquest—Miami, Florida
Copper—Tucson, Arizona

Motor City—Pontiac, Michigan
Aloha—Honolulu, Hawaii
Independence—Shreveport, Louisiana
Las Vegas—Las Vegas, Nevada

 PREPARED STATEMENT OF RoY F. KRAMER, COMMISSIONER OF THE
SOUTHEASTERN CONFERENCE

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE: I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to supplement my statement before the Subcommittee. For the record, I
would like to submit the attached comments on the antitrust implications of the Al-
liance arrangement, which we have asked counsel for the Alliance members to pre-
{)Jare in response to the statement submitted by Professor Gary Roberts of ane

niversity Law School. I adopt and incorporate these attached comments as my
supplemental statement.

%ﬁain, I wish to thank the Subcommittee for the ogportum’ty to express the views
of the members of the Alliance on the issues raised during the Subcommittee hear-
ing.

q‘he prepared statement of Professor Gary Roberts (“Roberts”) contains a number
of misstatements about the requirements of the antitrust laws and justifications for
the Alliance, is beset with internal contradictions, and ignores the distinction be-
tween the antitrust laws’ concern with protection of competition versus protection
of specific competitors. These errors are ultimately reflected in his conclusion, which
argues that the Alliance is “pernicious” not because it violates the antitrust laws
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but because it is antithetical to undefined “true values” of higher education. We deal
w1th each of these errors below.

1. THE ALLEGED ANTICOMPETITIVE EFFECTS AND LESS RESTRICTIVE ALTERNATIVES ARE
ERRONEOUSLY IDENTIFIED AND MEASURED AGAINST THE WRONG BASELINE

Roberts’ initial error is to measure alle%ed anticompetitive effects of the Alliance
against some idealized system in which all bowls and conferences engage in an open
bidding process every year. Such a system did not exist before the formation of the
Alliance or the predecessor Bowl Coalition and, in fact, has not existed in college
football in the past 50 years. A proper antitrust analysis would measure effects of
the Alliance against the real-world bowl system that it supplanted and that would
almost certainly return in its absence.

Roberts suggests that the bowl system existing before the formation of the Bowl
Coalition and Alliance arrangements was somehow not the product of “free market”
forces. (Roberts Statement (hereinafter “Statement”) at 4 n.1.) This suggestion can-
not be supported. As Roberts correctly notes, in past years, a number of individual
conferences had agreements with individual bowl games. Both the Big Ten and. Pac-
10 had and still have agreements to send their champions to the Rose Bowl. The
Southeastern Conference had an agreement to send its champion to the Sugar Bowl.
The former Southwest Conference had an agreement to send its champion to the
Cotton Bowl, and the former Big Eight Conference had an agreement to send its
champion to the Orange Bowl in Miami. Each of these agreements was individually
negotiated between a conference and a bowl. None of these arrangements was the
product of collective activity among several conferences.

Under recognized antitrust principles, each of these conferences was and is free
to enter into such arrangements with particular bowl games. These agreements ex-
isting before formation of the Alliance were essentially vertical arrangements in
which one conference promised to supply one of its teams (its conference champion)
to a given bowl game. A bowl entering into one of these arrangements would not
have done so had it not perceived itself as better off with the agreement than with-
out it. Indeed, from these agreements sprang traditional relationships between cer-
tain bowls and conferences that made these games especially attractive and that
contributed to excitement of intra-conference championship races. While Roberts’
written statement carefully avoids suggesting that these arrangements are illegal
under the antitrust laws, his suggestion that these agreements were not the product
of free market forces is patently erroneous.? :

Using his agproach, Roberts identifies three anticompetitive effects allegedly re-
sulting from the Alliance arrangement. First, he claims that the Alliance relegates
those Division I-A teams that are riot members of the Alliance conferences and
those bowls that are not part of the Alliance arrangement to a permanently inferior
status. Second, he claims that the Alliance results in “monopoly” pricing for the
most attractive bowl games.2 Roberts ultimately concedes, however, that “monogoly”
pricing, as he defines it, is an inevitable result of the creation of a national cham-
pionship game, (Statement at 18-19).3 Third, Roberts claims that the Alliance de-

1Both the Western Athletic Conference (“WAC”) and Conference USA, for whom Roberts ex-
g;esses solicitude, have agreements for their particular champions to participate in particular

wl games. During the first few years of the Fiesta Bowl’s existence, the WAC had an arrange-
ment under which its champion hosted that game. Subse uently the WAC entered into an ar-
rangement to send its champion to the Holiday Bowl in San Diego. The WAC is now party to
an arrangement under which its champion is guaranteed a slot in either the Holiday Bowl or
ﬂ;f %)ttoln Bowl. Conference USA has an agreement for its conference champion to host the Lib-
erty Bowl.

2His second claimed anticompetitive effect is based on a number of erroneous assumptions.
It assumes, for example, that particular college football bowl games are a relevant antitrust
market. That assumption is wrong. Roberts also mischaracterizes the added value resulting
from the Alliance arrangement as a “monopoly” rent. Roberts apparently reaches this conclusion
bg noting that in “perfect competition,” (Statement at 14), the fee to institutions competing in
the Alliance bowls would be their marginal cost of playing in the contest. The Alliance has never
claimed that college sports and other forms of entertainment fall within the textbook model of

" “perfect competition,” and the antitrust laws do not require that markets operate in accordance

with that model. Indeed, if that were the standard, virtually all sports leagues and other kinds
of entertainment would be replete with “monopoly” pricing, as would virtually every market in
the United States.

3Roberts would deal with this alleged “monopoly” pricing problem in one of two ways. He
would either have some form of icxiemment regulation of pricing for bowl games, (Statement
at 18-19 & n.4), or have the NCAA or some other organization redistribute the money reaped
from the natjonal championship game among all of the Division I-A institutions. (Statement at
19). Thus, while Roberts takes the position that wealth transfers are an anticompetitive effect,

(Statement at 13), he apparently has no objection if the alleged wealth transfer is redistributed
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creases the output and product quality of college football, but his argument is
wholly unsupported. If output is measured by the total number of bowl games (or
total number of college football games, both regular season and postseason), the Al-
liance arrangement has absolutely no impact on o'utgut. If it is measured by fan ap-
eal and the willingness of television networks and bowl sponsors to pay for the Al-
ance product, then output has increased. Ultimately, Roberts identifies only one
anticompetitive effect from the Alliance arrangement: its supposed harmful effect on
non-Alliance conferences and institutions and bowls not included in the Alliance ro-
tation of games. - )
In support of this position, Roberts argues that the Alliance is an “essential facil-
ity” and that lack of access to the “facility,” (Statement at 9), will eventually reduce
output because non-Alliance institutions will purportedly be driven “into permanent

second-tier status or out of the ‘business’ altogether.” (Statement at 7). He paints

a doomsday scenario in which non-Alliance institutions abandon football altogether
or drop into a lower tier because they will be unable to recruit against institutions
in the Alliance conferences or Notre Dame. The root of this alleged evil is the grow-
ing tﬁiﬁarity in revenues between those institutions in the Alliance conferences and
non-Alliance institutions. (Statement at 7). This is unadorned speculation. :

Indeed, the experience of Notre Dame stands as a precise counter to Roberts’ alle-
5ations. Notre Dame has agreed to panic‘i&flalte in the Alliance arrangement, but it

oes not have a guaranteed slot in any Alliance bowl game. In fact, since Notre
Dame has never been a member of a football conference, it has never been guaran-
teed the o%ortunity to compete in any bowl game. Even member institutions of the
WAC and Conference USA can guarantee recruits that their champions will play in
a bowl game every season. Notre Dame, because it is an independent, cannot do so.4
Yet that has not prevented Notre Dame from building one of the most successful
and. storied programs in all of college football. Notre Dame is able to recruit elite
athletes and even has its own network television contract. Notre Dame, in effect,
has simply done a better job of competing in the building of a football program than
many of the institutions in Division I-A. The argument that the Alliance arrange-
ment, therefore, somehow precludes other institutions from similar success is spe-
cious.

Notre Dame is not alone in that regard. For years, a number of highly successful
football programs were built by institutions that were not members of any football
conference. Penn State won two national championships and finished undefeated on
three other occasions while an independent. Florida State, while an independent in-
stitution, lifted itself from a doormat in the mid-1970s to a national power by the -
end of the decade. The University of Miami similarl},\l' rebuilt its program in the
1980s while an independent institution and won or shared four national titles be-
tween 1983 and 1991. All of these institutions have now joined one of the Alliance
conferences. Nonetheless, their success indicates that a guaranteed bowl slot in an
game is not necessary to build a-championship caliber program. In fact, in the mid-
1970s and early 1980s, while Miami and Florida State were resurrecting programs
without any guaranteed bowl slots, member institutions of the WAC .could tell po-
tential recruits that a conference championship would give them an automatic slot
in the Fiesta Bowl or later in the Holiday Bowl.

Robert claims are also contrary to past college football history. For a half-century,
the champions of the Big Ten and Pac-10 have been the only teams to compete in
the Rose Bowl, the oldest, wealthiest, and most prestigious of all college g)otball
bowl games. Until recently, institutions in these conferences annually received sub-
stantially higher bowl payouts than institutions comgeting in any other bowl games.
Yet that fact has not prevented other conferences from turning out championship
caliber teams on an annual basis or recruiting top athletes.

Finally, Roberts ignores the indisputable fact that a championship caliber team
in the WAC or Conference USA is better off under the Alliance arrangement than
it ever was under the prior bowl system. In 1984, Brigham Young finished the sea-
son undefeated and ranked number 1 in the major wire service polls. However, in-
stead of playing in a New Year’s Day bowl 1game against a highly ranked opponent
for a substantial payout, Brigham Young played in the Holiday Bowl against a 6—

among all Division I-A institutions in what he considers to be a more equitable fashion. This
is another one of the internal contradictions in his testimony. See infra Section 2. N
4Each year Notre Dame must win the requisite number of games required by NCAA rules
to qualify for participation in a postseason bowl game and be attractive enough to bowl commit-
tees to obtain a bowl invitation. Undoubtedly, Notre Dame’s traditional excellence and fan ap-
geal will often make it attractive to bow! selection committees when it qualifies for a bowl game,
ut those factors are wholly unrelated to the Alliance arrangement and existed long before the
Alliance was formed.
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5 Michigan squad for a relatively smaller payout. Today, if Brigham Young were
to repeat its 1984 performance, it would be guaranteed a slot in an Alliance Bowl
to play for the riational championship.? In addition, every non-Alliance institution
may compete for one of the two at-large slots in the arrangement. Thus, from the

erspective of those institutions, the bowl system is more open now than it ever has

een. When the Rose Bowl joins the new Alliance arrangement after the 1998 regu-
lar season, that game will be open to institutions outside the Big Ten and Pac-10
for the first time since the end of World War II.

Roberts also claims that the Alliance bowl elevates four bowls to premier status
and relegates the remainder to “permanent second-tier status” of little interest to
consumers. (Statement at 10). This argument is also wrong. At the time the current
Alliance was formed, the Alliance sought bids from every NCAA-certified bowl, ex-
cept the Rose Bowl, for the three Alliance bowl slots. Nine bowls responded. There
was open competition to be included in the Alliance arrangement. Furthermore, the
arranifhment 1s of short duration. The current contract is for three years, and the
new Alliance arran%ement will have an initial term of four years. There will be
other opportunities for a bowl outside the arrangement to replace a bowl currently
participating in the Alliance. Thus, the Alliance does not relegate any bowl to “per-
manent second-tier status.” .

The use of an improper baseline to measure anticompetitive effects also leads Rob-
erts astray in his analysis of less restrictive alternatives. Roberts is correct that the
doctrine of less restrictive alternatives is not well-defined in the case law, but no
sound “less restrictive alternatives” doctrine can possibly be built on notions not
grounded in marketplace realities. The “less restrictive alternative” Roberts advo-
cates is the creation of a national championship game, presumably by the NCAA
or some other governing body, that will rotate around among several bowl games.
_Onc:e that game is filled, then all other bowls would compete openly for the remain-
ing teams.

%t is impossible to see how this is a “less restrictive alternative” or would work
in Xractice. It would depend upon a collective agreement among all NCAA Division
I-A institutions not to deal with any bowl game until the national championship
game participants had been determined. No individual arrangements, like those cur-
rently existing between the WAC and the Cotton and Holiday Bowls, would be per-
missible. The parties to this collective agreement would have far more market power
than Roberts asserts for current members of the Alliance. The agreement could only
be egxfgrced by sanctions for violations imposed by the NCAA or some other govern-
ing body. : :

%ut, one of the reasons for the conference/bowl affiliation agreements that existed
in the pre-Alliance era was to facilitate rational planning by the bowls and con-
ferences for the production of the game and the many ancillary activities related to
the game, including parades, parties, and events. That benefit would be lost under
the Roberts “alternative.”

Further, for several years, the NCAA attempted to prevent bowls from extending
invitations to teams to fill open slots before a given date. The rule was easily cir-
cumvented as bowls often made de facto team selections early in the year, before
a full season’s results were complete. The games resulting from this process did not
always produce the best possible matchups. Indeed, teams that went on a late sea-
son losing streak occasionally ended up in the most highly regarded bowl games
based on commitments made earlier in the season—a process that harmed consum-
ers. Roberts’ “less restrictive alternative” would require, on the one hand, far more
restrictive regulation than any that exists today and would, on the other hand,
likely lead to even more chaotic conditions than existed before the Alliance. It is sig-
nificant that his “alternative” did not appeal to any of the other witnesses appearing
before the Subcommittee.

2. INTERNAL CONTRADICTIONS IN THE ROBERTS STATEMENT

Roberts’ argument about anticompetitive effects and less restrictive alternatives
are also based on a number of internal contradictions. At one point, for example,
he admits that many college football fans are “to a great extent motivated by emo-
tional loyalty to a particular school,” and that they may care more about their par-

-ticular teams than they do “a great game between two powerful football teams.”

(Statement at 6). This parochial fan interest explains the appeal of intraconference

5While much has been made of the fact that no Alliance bowl selected Brigham Young as an
at-large team despite its high ranking this past season, Brigham Young did play in the Cotton
Bowl on New Year’s Day, the first time in school history that the football team had competed
in a New Year’s Day bowl game.

Q

IC

164



E

161

championship races and the rivalries they generate. It also explains the appeal of
certain conference/bowl affiliation agreements that existed before the Alliance ar-
rangement and demonstrates why so-called second-tier bowls survive. The Alliance
strengthens these traditional allegiances even as it opens up the bowl system.
Roberts, however, then ignores this factor entirely in painting his scenario under
which the non-Alliance conferences and bowls wither away. His characterization of
the Alliance as an “essential facility” is flatly inconsistent with his view that con-
sumers care more about particular teams than two powerful teams playing a great
game. -
Roberts’ “less restrictive alternatives” plan suffers from the same infirmity. Rob-
erts notes that non-Alliance institutions currently have access to the Alliance bowls,
which he has labeled an “essential facility.” Thus, the Alliance bowls can select a
non-Alliance team if they so choose and must do so if a non-Alliance institution is
one of the top two teams in the country. When an Alliance bowl chooses another
team over a non-Alliance institution, that is a decision of the individual bowl and"
its selection committee. It reflects that bowls assessment of the relative merits of
the available teams—which presumably include the commercial factors, like fan ap-
peal, which Roberts deplores. But he does not explain why the bowls, under his “less
restrictive” system, will not continue to act in the same fashion as they have.

3. BLURRING THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN INJURY TO COMPETITION AND
INJURY TO COMPETITORS

While professing solicitude for the competitive process, Roberts confuses injury to
competitors with Injury to competition. The antitrust laws exist to protect the com-
petitive process, not specific parties who must compete as part of that process. Thus,
even if one were to argue that the Alliance arrangement has strengthened some con-
ferences and institutions while weakening others and strengthened some bowls
while weakening others—arguments that the Alliance does not concede—it still
would not violate the antitrust laws. As previously noted, market output measured
by the number of bowl games remains unchanged {y the Alliance, and output meas-
ured by fan interest (which is in turn measured by the willingness of bowls, tele-
vision networks, and sponsors to pay for the Alliance bowl games) indicates that
output has increased. .

Roberts later comes close to acknowledging this fact by admitting that the alleged
injuries suffered by the WAC and Conference USA might not constitute antitrust
injury. (Statement at 25-26). This is a devastating admission. The antitrust injury
doctrine exists to ensure that the rationale for granting relief under the law cor-
responds with the reason for finding a violation in the first place. Atlantic Richfield
Co. v. USA Petroleum Co., 495 U.S. 328, 342 (1990). In other words, the injury suf-
fered by an antitrust plaintiff must flow from the activity that harms competition.
Roberts’ acknowledgment that the WAC and Conference USA may not have suffered
antitrust injury is simply another way of saying that their supposed injury is not
injury to competition at all.

Aside from this substantive flaw in his argument, Roberts also makes a proce-
dural error. In describing the analytical process under the rule of reason, Roberts
states that, once the plaintiff demonstrates anticompetitive effects flowing from an
agreement, the defendant must demonstrate “by clear and convincing evidence” that
the benefits of the arrangement outweigh its anticompetitive effects. (Statement at
16-17). Roberts cites absolutely no authority for transferring such a heightened
standard of proof to a defendant in an antitrust action.

4. THE DISCUSSION OF “TRUE VALUES”

After spending twenty pages describing in detail his reasons for believing that a
jury in an antitrust case would find aFainst the Alliance, while conceding that the
outcome is unpredictable, Roberts concludes by saying that none of these arguments
matter. “College sports is not supposed to be about commercialism or even maximiz-
ing consumer welfare.” (Statement at 20). Instead, the Alliance is “fundamentally
pernicious,” (Statement at 27), because it conflicts with Roberts’ views of the “true
values” of college sports.

It is true that college sports embody some values that are different from those
that prevail in a purely commercial context. The courts’ sensitivity toward those val- .
ues is precisely the reason why the antitrust laws permit arrangements in college
sports that might not be acceptable in other contexts. See NCAA v. Board of Re-
gents, 468 U.S. 85, 101-02 (1984) (discussing need for agreements among competi-
tors to }gorobect the “integrity” of college athletics).

But Roberts is wrong when he assumes that his vision of an ideal system is the
only one that will promote these “true values,” or the only one that will pass anti-
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trust scrutiny. The people representing the Alliance conferences and their member
institutions have a keen interest in the welfare of student-athletes and in the pres-
ervation of the academic missions of the universities they represent. Indeed, many
of these individuals have spent their lives in many levels of college athletics, partici-
pating as student-athletes, coaches, and administrators. But they also have had to
deal with the real-world bowl ?stem that existed before the Alliance arrangement
was formed. They have labored to make the selection procedures for the Alliance
as fair and open as possible while weighing a number of competing interests. The
Alliance members have acknowledged tﬁat_ e Alliance is not perfect and never will
be. But its validity, both from an antitrust perspective and from the perspective of
the values of college athletics, must be judged in the context of realistic alternatives
and marketplace realities. Roberts’ proposals fail on both counts.
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